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 The population of the United States is growing older, and previous research has found 
that many do not appear to be well-prepared for retirement and end of life (EOL). The current 
research investigated how conscientiousness is related to preparedness for retirement and EOL in 
three different ways using data from the Health and Retirement Study (HRS) and Wisconsin 
Longitudinal Study (WLS). First, I examined the cross-sectional associations between 
conscientiousness and preparedness for retirement and EOL; these results indicated that there is 
an overall small, positive correlation between conscientiousness and preparedness for retirement 
and EOL. Second, I examined how conscientiousness interacts with other variables to predict 
preparedness for retirement and EOL. These other variables included perceived financial strain, 
both in adulthood and in childhood, and the other Big Five personality traits (agreeableness, 
extraversion, neuroticism, and openness). Interactions between conscientiousness and perceived 
adulthood financial strain predicting assets/net worth emerged in both data sets, but the forms of 
the interactions differed. Interactions were found between conscientiousness and other variables; 
however, they did not replicate across data sets. Third, I examined how changes in 
conscientiousness over time predict preparedness for retirement and EOL. Changes in 
conscientiousness did not predict any of the outcomes except net worth in the WLS, where an 
increase in conscientiousness was associated with greater net worth. These findings provided 
more evidence for the positive relation between conscientiousness and preparedness for 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
The population of the United States is getting older; the percentage of adults over 65 is 
projected to rise from 14.9% in 2015 to 22.1% in 2050, and for adults 80 and over, the 
percentage is projected to rise from 3.8% in 2015 to 8.2% in 2050 (He, Goodkind, & Kowal, 
2016). Given how many people will be reaching older adulthood in the next few decades, it is 
important to consider how well they are preparing for retirement and end of life, and many 
people may not be doing enough. According to data from the Survey of Consumer Finance, 
participation in retirement plans by working-age adults has declined, and almost one-half of 
working-age families have no savings for retirement (Morrissey, 2016). In another survey, 26% 
workers in the United States said they didn’t know if they were on course to achieve their 
retirement income, while 34% said they were on course to achieve their retirement income 
(Aegon, 2017). Similar findings are reflected in studies about end-of-life (EOL) planning; for 
example, in a nationally representative study of adults 18 and older in the United States, only 
26.3% had an advance directive (Rao, Anderson, Lin, & Laux, 2014). In a study of American 
older adults who died between 2000 and 2010, 45% had a living will at the time of their death 
and 57% had a durable power of attorney for health care (Silveira, Wiitala, & Piette, 2014). In 
another study, 95% of respondents said they have “someone that [they] trust to make health care 
decisions if [they] could not make them for [themselves]”; yet only 49% said that they had 
discussed their preferences with someone (Hopp, 2000). Based on the results of these studies and 
others, it appears that many individuals are not sufficiently prepared, or preparing, for older 
adulthood. 




retirement, such longer lifespans and accompanying longer retirements, increasing health costs, 
and low interest rates (Munnell, 2015). Sources of retirement income that retirees have relied on 
in previous generations—Social Security and defined-benefit (DB) pension plans—are less 
available now. Social Security helps to keep many older adults, especially women and 
minorities, out of poverty as it makes up the majority of their income (CBPP, 2017). However, 
there are questions about the viability of Social Security in the future (Adams & Rau, 2011). The 
number of retirees with DB plans has shrunk over the previous few decades, having been 
replaced by defined-contribution (DC) plans, such as 401(k)s (Munnell, Hou, Webb, & Li, 
2017). This change has been accompanied by a greater concentration of retirement wealth in the 
top education quartile, an increasing age of retirement, and a declining ratio of retirement income 
to earnings.  
Two events can make retirement more precarious: health shocks (i.e., notable declines in 
health) and becoming a widow (Sass, 2018). If the decline in health is permanent, this can lead to 
considerable decreases in long-term wealth (Wallace, Haveman, & Wolfe, 2017). After the death 
of their husband, older women are at greater risk of poverty. They may experience large 
decreases in income from many sources, including Social Security, pensions, earnings, and IRAs 
or annuities, resulting in a greater likelihood of becoming impoverished (Gillen & Kim, 2009).  
There is evidence that engaging in EOL planning can help people die in the way they 
wish. The Institute of Medicine (1997) defines a good death as “one that is free from avoidable 
distress and suffering for patients, families, and caregivers; in general accord with patients’ and 
families’ wishes; and reasonably consistent with clinical, cultural, and ethical standards” (p. 4). 
The most important factors at the end of life given in a survey done in California reflect that 




and without pain,” “being at peace spiritually”, “making sure family is not burdened by tough 
decisions about [their] care”, and “having loved ones around [them]” (CHFC, 2012, p. 8). In a 
study of older adults who died between 2000 and 2006 (Silveira, Kim, & Langa, 2010), almost 
43% required some sort of decisions to be made about their medical care in the last days of their 
lives, and of those individuals, over 70% were unable to make decisions for themselves. For 
those who had a living will, almost all people requested either limited care or comfort care, and 
most of them received the type of care they wanted. Having documentation in place ensured that 
many of these individuals were cared for prior to death in a way that matched their wishes, even 
when they were unable to communicate those wishes themselves. The results of a randomized 
controlled trial of elderly patients in Australia (Detering, Hancock, Reade, & Silvester, 2010) 
where the intervention group was guided through advance care planning indicated a similar 
experience: the wishes of the intervention group were more likely to be known and respected 
than those in the control group when patients died, and the family members of those in the 
intervention group showed fewer symptoms of post-traumatic stress, depression, and anxiety, 
and were more likely to be satisfied with their loved one’s quality of death. As written by 
Emanuel, von Gunten, and Ferris (2000), “Patients have a right to participate in the planning of 
their health care. Physicians have a legal and professional responsibility to ensure this, even if 
the patient loses the capacity to make decisions” (p. 1181). 
Predicting Preparing for Retirement and End of Life 
Various demographic factors predict preparations for retirement and end of life. When 
looking specifically at retirement planning, individuals who engage in retirement planning tend 
to be older, have a higher income, be male, and be more educated (Brucker & Leppel, 2013; 




Hershey, & Neukam, 2004; Segel-Karpas & Werner, 2014; Topa, Moriano, & Moreno, 2012; 
van Dalen, Henkens, & Hershey, 2010). Other factors that influenced preparedness for retirement 
include cognitive ability (Duckworth, Weir, Tsukayama, & Kwok, 2012), future time perspective 
(Hershey & Mowen, 2000; Hershey, Jacobs-Lawson, McArdle, & Hamagami, 2007), perceived 
financial knowledge (Van Dalen, Henkens, & Hershey, 2010; Segel-Karpas & Werner, 2014), 
and support from spouse, friends, and parents (Segel-Karpas & Werner, 2014). 
In previous studies of EOL planning, consistent associations have arisen between certain 
demographic characteristics and engaging in planning, similar to those that predict planning for 
retirement. Individuals who do some sort of EOL planning tend to be White, have more 
education, have a higher income, be older, married, or have living children (Carr & Khodyakov, 
2007; Carr, 2012; Baker, 2002; Boerner, Carr, & Moorman, 2013; Dobalian, 2006; Fried, 
Redding, Robbins, Paiva, O’Leary, & Iannone, 2010; Hopp, 2010; Inoue, 2016; Kelly, Masters, 
& DeViney, 2013; Moorman & Inoue, 2013; Rao, Anderson, Lin, & Laux, 2014; Ha & Pai, 
2012). Other factors include having been admitted to the hospital in the past year, having a 
parent or spouse die in moderate-to-severe pain (Carr & Khodyakov, 2007; Carr, 2012), having 
more functional limitations (Boerner, Carr, & Moorman, 2013), living in the Southern part of the 
United States (Dobalian, 2006), dying from cancer, having a longer period of time between the 
onset of an illness and death (Inoue, 2016), and greater religiosity or spirituality (Kelly, Masters, 
& DeViney, 2013). 
In these previous studies, predictors such as personality traits have been studied less. 
When considering planning for retirement or EOL, conscientiousness may be an important factor 
to consider. Conscientiousness is defined as “the propensity to follow socially prescribed norms 




Jackson, Fayard, Edmonds, & Meints, 2009, p. 369). Those propensities are important when 
looking toward the future, as one does when thinking about retirement or EOL, and 
conscientiousness is indeed positively associated with having a more future-oriented planning 
style (Prenda & Lachman, 2001). Conscientiousness is positively related to many important life 
outcomes, including those that are also related to retirement or EOL planning, like financial 
outcomes. It is related to earning more money over the lifetime (Duckworth, Weir, Tsukayama, 
& Kwok, 2012), greater savings (Brandstätter, 2005), greater net wealth (Mosca & McCrory, 
2016), greater money management (Donnelly, Iyer, & Howell, 2012), more financial knowledge 
(Hershey & Mowen, 2000), and more years of education, which is also related to greater income 
(Becker, Deckers, Dogmen, Folk, & Kasse, 2012). Not only is conscientiousness associated with 
more good outcomes, it is also associated with fewer bad outcomes, such as less debt (Brown & 
Taylor, 2014), a lower likelihood of receiving various types of financial help, whether that be 
taking out loans, receiving help from family members, or receiving public assistance (Gillen & 
Kim, 2014), and a lower likelihood of experiencing financial distress (e.g., not being able to pay 
bills, not being able to pay for rent or mortgage, or being on public assistance) (Xu, Beller, 
Brown, & Roberts, 2015). Additionally, conscientiousness is related to future time perspective, 
which is the degree to which individuals enjoy thinking about and planning for the future 
(Hershey & Mowen, 2000; Koposko & Hershey, 2014). Because of the association between 
conscientiousness and healthier financial outcomes, as well as more conscientious individuals 
being more oriented toward thinking about the future, we can predict that conscientious 
individuals would be more financially prepared for retirement and EOL.     
However, in previous work specifically on retirement or EOL planning, 




conscientiousness was positively related to wealth in older age (Duckworth et al., 2012). A study 
done in Chile found that higher conscientiousness predicts more pension savings and more bank 
savings (Kausel, Hansen, & Tapia, 2016). Studies using data from the Wisconsin Longitudinal 
Study have found a positive relation between conscientiousness and end-of-life planning (Carr, 
2012; Ha & Pai, 2012). However, in another study that investigated personality and preparation 
for future care using a measure with five factors of planning (avoidance, awareness, gathering 
information, decision making, and concrete planning), conscientiousness was unrelated to any of 
these factors (Sörensen, Duberstein, Chapman, Lyness, & Pinquart, 2008). Given that few 
studies have looked at the relation between conscientiousness and these two outcomes 
specifically, there is room to consider how conscientiousness impacts planning for older age. 
Another factor to consider is the impact of individuals’ prior experiences with financial 
strain. As previously mentioned, people who make less money are less likely to plan for 
retirement or EOL, and one possible reason for making less money is due to previous negative 
financial experiences. Due to the relationship between childhood SES and adulthood SES 
(Mazumder, 2005; Senia, Neppl, Gudmunson, Donnellan, & Lorenz, 2016), financial difficulties 
experienced in childhood may impact financial difficulties experienced in adulthood, which in 
turn may affect the degree to which one plans for retirement or EOL. In a longitudinal study 
taking place in Iowa (Donnellan, Conger, McAdams, & Neppl, 2009), participants who 
experienced economic pressure in their family of origin as adolescents (defined as not being able 
to meet material needs, not being able to meet financial needs, and having to make financial 
cutbacks or sacrifices) were more likely to experience similar economic pressure as adults. In 
another longitudinal study taking place in the United Kingdom (Furnham & Cheng, 2013), the 




however, no such relationship existed for women in this study. There may be a reciprocal 
relationship between poverty and perceived financial difficulties (Ayllón & Fusco, 2017): People 
who experienced poverty in the past may perceive greater current financial difficulties, and vice 
versa. Experiencing difficulties with regard to finances in childhood appears to lead to similar 
challenges in adulthood. 
Additionally, positive experiences with finances in one’s family of origin appear to be 
associated with better outcomes in adulthood. For example, in a study of a Dutch adults, those 
who reported that their parents encouraged them to save money when they were young were 
more likely to have saved in the past year, have greater control over their spending, were more 
future-oriented, preferred saving rather than spending, and were more conscientious (Webley & 
Nyhus, 2013). In a study of college students, those whose parents had more influence on their 
savings reported greater future time perspective and greater financial knowledge (Koposko & 
Hershey, 2014). The results of a longitudinal study that looked at the trajectories of U.S. 
households from 1999 to 2009 indicated that being raised in a household with a high, stable net 
worth was associated with having more savings in young adulthood than being raised in a 
household whose net worth declined during that time period (Friedline, Nam, & Loke, 2014). 
Additionally, experiencing financial socialization by one’s parents in childhood—i.e., learning 
how to budget and being encouraged to save—was associated with financial decision making, 
operationalized as the number of types of financial assets owned (asset diversification), with this 
relationship mediated by financial literacy (Grohmann, Kouwenberg, & Menkhoff, 2015). This 
provides further evidence for financial experiences when one is young affecting individuals as 
they enter adulthood.  




role in disrupting this relationship to some degree. Previous studies have found that 
conscientiousness and SES are positively related. Higher levels of conscientiousness are 
associated with earning more money over the lifetime (Duckworth et al., 2012), and 
conscientiousness is positively associated with not only objective SES, but also subjective SES 
(Bucciol, Cavasso, & Zarri, 2015). Additionally, constraint in adolescence was associated with 
higher SES in young adulthood (Senia et al., 2016). Conscientiousness in adolescence has been 
found to be negatively related to unemployment in adulthood after controlling for intelligence, 
gender, and SES at birth (Egan, Daly, Delaney, Boyce, & Wood, 2017). Childhood 
conscientiousness is associated with greater career success, both intrinsic (job satisfaction) and 
extrinsic (occupational status and income) (Judge, Higgins, Thoresen, & Barrick, 1999). Because 
of its positive relationship with outcomes related to financial success, as well as the tendency to 
plan and set goals, conscientiousness may be a helpful trait in individuals who experience 
financial difficulties. 
Resource Substitution 
We can further consider the effects of conscientiousness and financial strain on 
preparedness for older age through the lens of the resource substitution hypothesis. This 
hypothesis states that personal resources, such as education, cognitive ability, or personality 
traits, are more important for the outcomes of individuals who have experienced some sort of 
disadvantage (Ross & Mirowsky, 2011). Mirowsky and Ross (2003) said this of education: 
“Education makes individuals more resourceful in two senses of the word. It makes them better 
at acquiring whatever they need, and better at improvising with what they have. Education makes 
individuals more adept at what we call resource substitution, which means using one thing in 




circumstances present themselves” (p. 18). If an individual has experienced disadvantage, 
attaining more education will give them skills and knowledge that can help them overcome that 
disadvantage. For example, in a study of the interaction between personal education and parental 
education in predicting health problems in adulthood (Ross & Mirowsky, 2011), people with a 
college degree were less likely to have health problems, regardless of parental education, but 
individuals who did not finish high school and whose parents had less education were more 
likely to have more health problems. A similar study was done looking at the interaction between 
gender and education in predicting depression, with gender acting as a disadvantage (Ross & 
Mirowsky, 2006)—women who did not have a college degree reported higher levels of 
depression than their male counterparts, but there was little difference in reported depression 
between women and men with college degrees. Other beneficial resources may include cognitive 
ability, which was associated with less psychological distress and higher self-rated health among 
people who had experienced social disadvantage (Bridger & Daly, 2017), and perceived 
personality and physical attractiveness, which were associated with higher levels of education in 
individuals with parents with lower levels of education (Bauldry, Shanahan, Russo, Roberts, & 
Damian, 2016).   
Conscientiousness may act in similar ways as education and cognitive ability in terms of 
resource substitution. Mirowsky and Ross (2003) wrote, “Education helps individuals acquire 
more resources quantitatively as in higher wages and incomes, qualitatively as in more stable and 
fulfilling jobs and marriages, and numerically as in the variety of economic, social, and 
physiological advantages” (p. 203–204). Many of the advantages that education confers on 
individuals are also conferred by conscientiousness. Conscientiousness is positively associated 




Higgins, Thoresen, & Barrick, 1999), relationship satisfaction (Malouf, Thorsteinsson, Schotte, 
Bhullar, & Rooke, 2010), social well-being (Hill, Turiano, Mroczek, & Roberts, 2012), health-
related behaviors (Bogg & Roberts, 2004), and longevity (Kern & Friedman, 2008). Thus, higher 
levels of conscientiousness may be especially beneficial to those who have experienced 
disadvantages in other areas of their lives, similar to the way that education appears to be.    
Previous studies point to conscientiousness being an important resource for those who 
come from a lower SES background when predicting outcomes in adulthood. In one study, 
conscientiousness and parental SES interacted to predict annual income—conscientiousness was 
a more valuable resource for individuals with lower parental SES than for individuals with 
higher parental SES in predicting higher annual income (Damian, Su, Shanahan, Trautwein, & 
Roberts, 2015). However, in a similar study, conscientiousness did not appear to act as a notable 
resource for individuals with a lower SES background in predicting outcomes such as education, 
wages, or self-direction at work (though there was a main effect of conscientiousness on those 
outcomes) (Shanahan, Bauldry, Roberts, Macmillan, & Russo, 2014). Based on these findings, it 
is unclear if high conscientiousness is an especially good thing in people with a low-SES 
background, or if it is good for everyone regardless of their background. Using the resource 
substitution hypothesis, we might expect that conscientiousness is a more important resource for 
individuals who have experienced financial difficulties, in comparison to those who haven’t, 
when predicting who plans for retirement and EOL. 
The Other Big Five 
Much like conscientiousness, the other Big Five—agreeableness, extraversion, 
neuroticism, and openness—are also related to various financial outcomes. In a study of young 




and openness were positively related to financial distress. Another study (Furnham & Cheng, 
2013) found that, in women, neuroticism was negatively associated with, and openness was 
positively associated with financial well-being. Various researchers have looked at how the Big 
Five are related to income. The relationship between agreeableness and income appears to be 
negative (Duckworth et al., 2012; Heineck, 2011; Mueller & Plug, 2006), though gender may 
moderate this association, where it is nonexistent for men and negative for women (Nyhus & 
Pons, 2005; Nyhus & Pons, 2012). The relationship between extraversion and income is not 
clear; a few studies (Gelissen & De Graaf, 2006; Nyhus & Pons, 2005) found a negative 
association (for men in the former and for women in the latter), while many others (e.g., 
Duckworth et al., 2012) found no association. Neuroticism and income appear to be negatively 
related (Duckworth et al., 2012; Gelissen & De Graaf, 2006; Heineck, 2011; Kajonius & 
Carlander, 2017; Mueller & Plug, 2006; Nyhus & Pons, 2005). In general, the relationship 
between openness and income appears to be positively related to income (Gelissen & De Graaf, 
2006; Heineck, 2011; Kajonius & Carlander, 2017; Mueller & Plug, 2006; Nyhus & Pons, 2012); 
however, one study (Duckworth et al., 2012) found that openness was negatively associated with 
lifetime income. 
Agreeableness is positively related to debt (Brown & Taylor, 2014) and negatively 
associated with wealth (Duckworth et al., 2012). The outcomes associated with extraversion 
appear to be mixed; it is positively related to debt and negatively related to assets (Brown & 
Taylor, 2014), negatively related to money management (Donnelly et al., 2012) and savings rates 
(Hirsh, 2014), and positively related to wealth (Mosca & McCrory, 2016; Duckworth et al., 
2012). Neuroticism appears to be associated with negative outcomes: it is positively related to 




2012) and net wealth (Mosca & McCrory, 2016). Openness also seems to have mixed relations 
with financial outcomes: in one study (Brown & Taylor, 2015), it is positively related to debt, 
but in another (Donnelly et al., 2012), it is negatively related to credit card debt.  
When considering EOL planning, little information exists about how the other Big Five 
predict these outcomes. One study (Ha & Pai, 2012) found that more open individuals were more 
likely to have engaged in informal planning (i.e., having discussions with others) and more 
agreeable individuals were more likely to have engaged in formal planning (i.e., having a will, 
durable power of attorney for health care, and living will). Other researchers (Sörensen et al., 
2008) have looked at the associations of the Big Five with various aspects of future and EOL 
care planning. They found that agreeable individuals are more likely to believe that planning is 
useful, as do more neurotic and open people, whereas extraversion is negatively related to this 
belief. But more neurotic people are less likely to be aware of their future care needs and more 
likely to avoid thoughts related to future care. Openness has the opposite relation: it is positively 
correlated with awareness of future care needs, gathering information, and decision making, and 
it is negatively correlated with avoidance of thoughts of future care.  
Just as conscientiousness may interact with perceived financial strain to predict this 
study’s various outcomes, it might also do so with the other Big Five personality traits. Some 
work in this vein has looked at health-related outcomes. For example, in a study of older adults 
(Roberts, Smith, Jackson, & Edmonds, 2009), conscientiousness and neuroticism interacted to 
predict functional limitations such that participants high in both traits reported fewer limitations. 
In a study that looked at the effects of personality traits on substance use (Turiano, Whiteman, 
Hampson, Roberts, & Mroczek, 2012), an interaction between conscientiousness and neuroticism 




probability of alcohol use than lower neuroticism, while for individuals high in 
conscientiousness, lower neuroticism predicted a greater probability of alcohol use than higher 
neuroticism. In a similar study with levels of interleukin-6 (IL-6), an inflammatory biomarker, as 
the outcome (Turiano, Mroczek, Moynihan, & Chapman, 2013), there was another interaction 
between conscientiousness and neuroticism. The IL-6 levels of people low in conscientiousness 
were not affected by neuroticism, but the IL-6 levels of individuals who were high in both 
conscientiousness and neuroticism were lower than in individuals who were high in 
conscientiousness but low in neuroticism. The researchers concluded that higher levels of 
inflammation are not necessarily present in all people who are high in neuroticism. This provides 
some evidence that conscientiousness may interact with other personality traits, especially 
neuroticism, to influence important outcomes.     
Changes in Conscientiousness 
We may also consider changes in conscientiousness when predicting retirement and EOL 
planning. Conscientiousness tends to increase as people age (Roberts, Walton, & Viechtbauer, 
2006), but it has shown some decreases in older age (Wortman, Lucas, & Donnellan, 2012; 
Lucas & Donnellan, 2011; Mueller et al., 2016; Johnson & Deary, 2012). A study done in 
Germany (Specht, Egloff, & Schmukle, 2011) found that a decrease in conscientiousness 
followed retirement; however, another study using participants in the Netherlands (Schwaba & 
Bleidorn, 2018) found no changes in conscientiousness during the transition to retirement. But 
personality traits do not change uniformly across the population, and these differences in change 
trajectories can have a significant impact upon life outcomes. For example, in a study of 
neuroticism and mortality in older men (Mroczek & Spiro, 2007), the level and slope of 




were high in neuroticism and who increased in neuroticism. Elsewhere, increases in 
conscientiousness have been found to be associated with increases in well-being in older age 
(Kandler, Kornadt, Hagemeyer, & Neyer, 2015). Specific characteristics may influence the slope 
of the change; for example, adults with higher IQs at age 79 tended to decrease less, stay the 
same, or increase in conscientiousness in their 80s, and a similar pattern was found with physical 
fitness (Mottus, Johnson, Starr, & Deary, 2012). In a study looking at the relationship between 
conscientiousness and social support in older adults (Hill, Payne, Jackson, Stine-Morrow, & 
Roberts, 2014), those with greater perceived social support tended to increase in 
conscientiousness. Individual differences in changes in conscientiousness in adulthood may have 
a similar impact on retirement and EOL planning, such that individuals who increased in 
conscientiousness are more likely to engage in these types of planning. 
The Present Studies 
In these studies, I examined the relationship between conscientiousness and preparedness 
for retirement and EOL in three different ways. First, I looked at the cross-sectional relationship 
between conscientiousness and preparedness for retirement and EOL. Second, I looked at how 
conscientiousness interacts with two sets of variables—financial strain in adulthood and 
childhood and the other Big Five—to predict those outcomes. Third, I took a longitudinal 
approach to assess how changes in conscientiousness predict preparedness for retirement and 
EOL. To complete these analyses, I used two different data sets, the Health and Retirement Study 









 The Health and Retirement Study (HRS) is a representative longitudinal panel study of 
adults over 50 in the United States. Participants and their spouses are interviewed every two 
years, and half of the sample is given a leave-behind questionnaire regarding psychosocial 
information every two years such that one half received the questionnaire in 2006, 2010, and 
2014, and the other half received the questionnaire in 2008 and 2012. The sample ranges from 
18,000 to 23,000 in each wave. 
 In the interaction analyses, which combined the data from the 2012 and 2014 waves, 
there were 14,721 total participants. The average age of the participants was 67.79 (SD = 10.92), 
and women made up 58.2% of the sample. The sample was 67.5% White, 15.2% Black, 13.9% 
Hispanic/Latino, and 15.2% other. Regarding education, 21.5% did not complete high school, 
31.4% earned a high school diploma, 23.8% completed some college, 12.1% earned a college 
degree, and 11.1% had education beyond college.    
Measures 
Big Five.  The Big Five were assessed using the Midlife Development Inventory (MIDI) 
personality scales (Lachman & Weaver, 1997). Participants were asked to indicate how well 
each item described them (1 = a lot, 4 = not at all). Conscientiousness was assessed using five 
adjectives (organized, responsible, hardworking, careless, thorough) (2006 α = .67; 2010 α = 
.68; 2012 α = .68; 2014 α = .67); all were reverse-coded except careless. Agreeableness was also 




2014 α = .79); all were reverse-coded. Extraversion was also measured using five adjectives 
(outgoing,  friendly, lively, active, talkative) (2012 α = .75; 2014 α = .76); all were reverse-
coded. Neuroticism was measured using four items (moody, worrying, nervous, calm) (2012 α = 
.71; 2014 α = .71); all were reverse-coded except calm. Openness was assessed using seven 
adjectives (creative, imaginative, intelligent, curious, broad-minded, sophisticated, adventurous) 
(2012 α = .80; 2014 α = .81); all were reverse-coded. 
 For the analyses involving latent variables, I created parcels for the Big Five except 
neuroticism using the balancing method (Little, Rhemtulla, Gibson, & Schoemann, 2013). The 
three parcels for conscientiousness were composed of (1) careless and thorough, (2) responsible 
and hardworking, and (3) organized. The three parcels for agreeableness were composed of (1) 
helpful and caring, (2) warm and softhearted, and (3) sympathetic. The three parcels for 
extraversion were composed of (1) lively and talkative, (2) outgoing and active, and (3) friendly. 
The three parcels for openness were composed of (1) imaginative, intelligent, and broad-minded, 
(2) creative and sophisticated, and (3) curious and adventurous. Because neuroticism is 
measured by only four items, the individual items were used in place of parcels.  
 Perceived childhood financial strain. When participants were interviewed for the first 
time as part of the HRS, they were asked four questions related to their childhood financial 
situation before age 16. First, they were asked to indicate if their family was pretty well off 
financially, about average, or poor (1 = poor, 2 = about average, 3 = pretty well off financially). 
Second, they were asked if financial difficulties ever caused them or their family to move to a 
different place (1 = yes, 2 = no). Third, they were asked if there was a time when they or their 
family received help from relatives because of financial difficulties (1 = yes, 2 = no). Lastly, they 




= no). Items were reverse-coded so that higher scores reflected greater strain.  
 Perceived adulthood financial strain. On the leave-behind questionnaire, participants 
were asked questions related to their current financial situation. They were asked about the 
amount of control they have over their financial situation on a scale from 0 to 10 (0 = no control 
at all; 10 = very much control) (Lachman & Weaver, 1998). Participants were also asked to 
indicate their current satisfaction with their present financial situation and with the total income 
of their household on a five-point scale (1 = not at all satisfied; 5 = completely satisfied) 
(Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers, 1976). Participants were also asked how difficult it is for 
them/their family to meet monthly payments on their bills on a five-point scale (1 = completely 
difficult; 5 = not at all difficult) (Campbell, Converse, & Rodgers, 1976). Participants also 
responded to questions about stressors that were current and ongoing, lasting for twelve months 
or longer; they were asked to indicate if they had ongoing financial strain, and if so, how 
upsetting it was on a four-point scale (1 = no, didn’t happen, 2 = yes, but not upsetting, 3 = yes, 
somewhat upsetting, 4 = yes, very upsetting) (Troxel, Matthews, Bromberger, & Sutton-Terrell, 
2003). All questions except the last question regarding financial strain were reverse-coded so that 
higher scores reflected greater strain. 
To ensure that perceived childhood and adulthood financial strain were two separate 
factors, I conducted a factor analysis, and two distinct factors emerged from the items discussed 
above.   
Retirement preparedness.  
IRA amount. A variable for the net value of IRAs or Keogh accounts was created by 
adding together the values of the three largest IRAs or Keogh accounts owned by either the 




the values ranged from $6 to $4,000,000. Total IRA amount was non-normally distributed, with 
skewness of 4.17 (SE = .03) and kurtosis of 27.93 (SE = .07).  
Assets. A variable for total assets, i.e., total wealth, was constructed using participants’ 
responses to questions regarding the value of their primary residence; the net value of real estate 
other than their primary or secondary homes; the net value of vehicles; the net value of 
businesses or farms; the net value of IRAs or Keogh accounts; the net value of stocks, mutual 
funds, and investment trusts; the value of checking, savings, or money market accounts; the 
value of CDs, government savings bonds, or Treasury bills; the net value of bonds and bond 
funds; the net value of all other savings (e.g., jewelry, money owed to them by others, collection 
for investment purposes, rights in a trust or estate where they are the beneficiary, or any annuities 
not already mentioned); the value of all mortgages or land contracts for their primary residence; 
the value of any other home loans for their primary residence; and the value of other debt (e.g., 
credit card balances, medical debts, life insurance policy loans, loans from relatives, etc.). Total 
assets ranged from -$1,510,000.00 to $34,252,535.40. Total assets was non-normally distributed, 
with skewness of 10.45 (SE = .02) and kurtosis of 242.93 (SE = .04).  
Household income. A variable for total household income was constructed using 
participants’ responses to questions regarding earnings (wage and salary income; tips, bonuses, 
commissions, etc.; income from a second job or military reserves; income from a professional 
practice or trade); income from pensions and annuities; income from the Social Security 
Disability Insurance and Supplemental Security Income programs; income from Social Security 
retirement, spouse, or widow benefits; income from unemployment and workers’ compensation; 
income from other government transfers (welfare, veteran benefits or military pension, food 




farm; income from properties other than main or second homes, businesses, or farms; income 
from stocks or mutual funds; income from bonds or bond funds; income from checking accounts, 
savings accounts, or money market funds; income from CDs, government bonds, or Treasury 
bills; income from other assets); and other income (e.g., private disability insurance payments, 
consulting fees, rent from main home or second home, odd jobs, etc.; large lump sum payments 
from inheritance, trust fund, insurance settlement, etc.). Income for both the respondent and their 
spouse were included in the sum. Total household income ranged from $0 to $4,514,000. Total 
household income was non-normally distributed, with skewness of 15.01 (SE = .02) and kurtosis 
of 460.21 (SE = .04).  
 Because of their non-normal distributions, the retirement preparation variables were log-
transformed. 
End-of-life planning. EOL planning was assessed by asking about four types of 
planning. All participants were asked, “Do you currently have a will that is written and 
witnessed?” (1 = yes; 0 = no). The remainder of the items were asked only of participants 65 
years old or greater (because of this, only participants 65 and older were included in the analyses 
that predicted EOL planning). First, participants were asked, “Have you ever discussed with 
anyone the care or medical treatment you would want to receive if you were to become seriously 
ill in the future?” (1 = yes; 0 = no). Second, this subsample was asked “Have you made any legal 
arrangements for a specific person or persons to make decisions about your care or medical 
treatment if you can not make those decisions yourself? This is sometimes called a ‘Durable 
Power of Attorney for Health Care’” (1 = yes; 0 = no). Third, they were asked “Have you 
provided written instructions about the care or medical treatment that you want to receive if you 




no). These four variables were combined to form an index of EOL planning, ranging from 0 to 4. 
Analyses   
 Analyses were conducted using SPSS version 24, Mplus version 7.4 (Muthen & Muthen, 
2012-2015), RStudio version 1.1.453, the R package MplusAutomation (Hellquist & Wiley, 
2018), and the R package biocLite. I controlled for age, gender, education, and race/ethnicity in 
the HRS analyses. All models in Mplus were estimated using robust maximum likelihood, which 
uses robust standard errors. The analyses involving latent moderation followed the method 
described in Maslowsky, Jager, & Hemken (2015). I began by constructing a measurement 
model for each analysis to be conducted that included conscientiousness, the second predictor 
(perceived adulthood financial strain, perceived childhood financial strain, agreeableness, 
extraversion, neuroticism, or openness), and the outcome (retirement accounts, net worth, 
personal income, or EOL planning). Then I estimated two structural models for each 
configuration of predictors and outcomes: one without an interaction (Model 0) (Figure 1) and 
one with an interaction (Model 1) (Figure 2). For the latent moderation analyses, data from the 
2012 and 2014 waves were combined together. I also conducted the moderation analyses by 
individual cohort using the combined 2012/2014 data; there were six cohorts: (1) born before 
1924 (AHEAD) (N = 1185), (2) born 1924-1930 (CODA) (N = 1136), (3) born 1931-1941 (HRS) 
(N = 7568), (4) born 1942-1947 (War Babies) (N = 2136), (5) born 1948-1953 (Early Baby 
Boomers) (N = 4263), and (6) born 1954-1959 (Mid Baby Boomers) (N = 4932).  
For the latent growth models, I created one latent variable for conscientiousness for each 
of the three waves (2006, 2010, and 2014) used in these analyses, and the conscientiousness 
items were parceled as described above. The item loadings and residual variances were fixed to 




with one another, and were also correlated with each outcome to determine how change in 
conscientiousness predicted each one. I tested for measurement invariance across the three waves 
of data and found full metric and scalar invariance.  
Results 
Descriptive Statistics 
 The means and standard deviations for the variables used in the HRS analyses can be 
seen in Table 1, and the correlation matrix can be seen in Table 2. As expected based on previous 
research, there were positive correlations between conscientiousness and the four outcomes 
related to preparedness for retirement and EOL: with total IRA amount, r = .10, 95% CI [.07, 
.13], with assets, r = .09, 95% CI [.07, .11], with household income, r = .11, 95% CI [.09, .13], 
and with EOL planning, r = .11, 95% CI [.09, .13].   
 When examining the correlations between perceived financial strain, the other Big Five, 
and preparedness for retirement and EOL, a range of relations emerged. The correlations 
between the items that composed the latent variable of perceived adulthood financial strain and 
the outcomes were larger than those with conscientiousness, with most being greater than r = -
.15, so that more perceived strain in adulthood was associated with less preparedness. For the 
items that composed the latent variable of perceived childhood financial strain, only family SES 
showed correlations of note with the outcomes (with total IRA amount, r = -.07, 95% CI [-.10, -
.04], with assets, r = -.10, 95% CI [-.12, -.08], with household income, r = -.10, 95% CI [-.12, -
.08], and with EOL planning, r = -.09, 95% CI [-.11, -.07]), so that lower family SES (i.e., higher 
strain) was associated with less preparedness.  
Agreeableness was unrelated to total IRA amount, r = .01, 95% CI [-.02, .04], assets, r = 




correlated with EOL planning, r = .08, 95% CI [.06, .10]. The correlations between extraversion 
and preparedness for retirement and EOL were small: with total IRA amount, r = .05, 95% CI 
[.02, .08], with assets, r = .05, 95% CI [.03, .07], with household income, r = .07, 95% CI [.05, 
.09], and with EOL planning, r = .06, 95% CI [.04, .08]. The correlations between neuroticism 
and preparedness for retirement and EOL were similar in magnitude to those with extraversion: 
with total IRA amount, r = -.06, 95% CI [-.09, -.03], with assets, r = -.05, 95% CI [-.07, -.03], 
with household income, r = -.05, 95% CI [-.07, -.03], and with EOL planning, r = -.04, 95% CI [-
.06, -.02]. The correlations between openness and preparedness for retirement and EOL were 
similar in size to the correlations between conscientiousness and preparedness for retirement and 
EOL: with total IRA amount, r = .11, 95% CI [.08, .14], with assets, r = .10, 95% CI [.08, .12], 
with household income, r = .12, 95% CI [.10, .14], and with EOL planning, r = .10, 95% CI [.08, 
.12]. 
Measurement Models 
 The model fit statistics for the measurement models can be seen in Table 3. Most models 
demonstrated acceptable or better fit (Little, 2013), except for the models that included perceived 
adulthood financial strain and neuroticism. To improve the fit for models including perceived 
adulthood financial strain, I added a correlation between satisfaction with financial situation and 
satisfaction with household income (two items which correlate highly, r = .88). To improve the 
fit for models including neuroticism, I correlated the residuals for neuroticism items 2 (worrying) 
and 3 (nervous) and items 1 (moody) and 4 (calm). The resulting model fit statistics can be seen 
in Table 4. The models and standardized statistics can be seen in Figures 3–8.    
Latent Moderation 




or not conscientiousness and perceived financial strain, in adulthood and in childhood, interacted 
to predict preparedness for retirement and EOL. Results for the associated latent moderation 
models can be seen in Tables 5 and 6. 
In the models containing perceived adulthood financial strain as a predictor, 
conscientiousness was a positive predictor of total IRA amount, assets (in Model 1 only), and 
EOL planning, but was unrelated to household income. Perceived adulthood financial strain was 
negatively related to all outcomes.  
 An interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
emerged to predict assets (β = -0.62, 99% CI [-0.67, -0.57]) (Figure 9) and household income (β 
= 0.69, 99% CI [0.43, 0.96]) (Figure 10). Adding in the interaction improved model fit as well (-
2LL for assets = 2870.44; -2LL for income = 2907.28). In the model that predicted assets, as 
individuals who reported low perceived adulthood financial strain increased in 
conscientiousness, their assets increased; as individuals who reported high perceived adulthood 
financial strain increased in conscientiousness, their assets decreased. At the low end of 
conscientiousness, individuals who reported high perceived adulthood financial strain had 
greater assets than individuals who reported low perceived adulthood financial strain; at the high 
end of conscientiousness, individuals who reported low perceived adulthood financial strain had 
greater assets than individuals who reported high perceived adulthood financial strain. In the 
model that predicted income, as individuals who reported low perceived adulthood financial 
strain increased in conscientiousness, their income decreased; as individuals who reported high 
perceived adulthood financial strain increased in conscientiousness, their income increased. 
However, the confidence intervals for the two groups overlap across almost the entire range of 




difference in terms of income between the two groups. At the high end of conscientiousness, 
individuals who reported high perceived adulthood financial strain had greater income than 
individuals who reported low perceived adulthood financial strain.      
 In the models containing perceived childhood financial strain as a predictor, 
conscientiousness was a positive predictor of all four outcomes. Perceived childhood financial 
strain negatively predicted only assets. The interaction between conscientiousness and perceived 
childhood financial strain did not predict any of the outcomes, though the addition of the 
interaction to the model predicting assets improved model fit (-2LL = 10.62).   
Interactions with the Big Five. With these analyses, I examined whether or not 
conscientiousness and the other Big Five personality traits (agreeableness, extraversion, 
neuroticism, and openness) interacted to predict preparedness for retirement and EOL. Results 
for the associated latent moderation models can be seen in Tables 7–10.  
In the models containing agreeableness as a predictor, conscientiousness positively 
predicted all four outcomes, and agreeableness negatively predicted all outcomes but EOL 
planning. There was no statistically significant interaction between conscientiousness and 
agreeableness when predicting these outcomes.   
 In the models containing extraversion as a predictor, conscientiousness positively 
predicted all outcomes, but extraversion was not a predictor of any outcomes. However, there 
was a statistically significant interaction between conscientiousness and extraversion when 
predicting assets (β = 0.03, 99% CI [0.00, 0.06]), and adding in the interaction between those 
two variables improved model fit (-2LL = 9.02) (Figure 11). As individuals increased in 
conscientiousness, regardless of level of extraversion, their assets increased. There appeared to 




conscientiousness. At the low end of conscientiousness, individuals low in extraversion appeared 
to have greater assets than individuals high in extraversion; however, the confidence levels of the 
two groups overlap there (and across the entire range of conscientiousness), so there may not be 
a difference between groups based on their level of extraversion.   
 In the models containing neuroticism as a predictor, conscientiousness was a positive 
predictor of all outcomes in all models, except when predicting income in Model 1. Neuroticism 
was also a positive predictor of total IRA amount and EOL planning, but not assets or income. 
There was a statistically significant interaction between conscientiousness and neuroticism when 
predicting income (β = 0.73, 99% CI [0.68, 0.77]) (Figure 12), and adding in this interaction 
improves model fit (-2LL = 6495.84). As individuals low in neuroticism increased in 
conscientiousness, their income decreased; as individuals high in neuroticism increased in 
conscientiousness, their income increased. At the low end of conscientiousness, participants low 
in neuroticism had greater income than participants high in neuroticism; at the high end of 
conscientiousness, participants high in neuroticism had greater income than participants low in 
neuroticism.  
 In the models containing openness as a predictor, conscientiousness positively predicted 
all outcomes, and openness was a negative predictor of household income. There were no 
interactions that predicted any of the outcomes; however, adding an interaction between 
conscientiousness and openness to the model predicting assets improved model fit (-2LL = 8.36).  
Cohort analyses. With these analyses, I investigated whether or not conscientiousness 
and perceived financial strain, in adulthood and in childhood, interacted differently among six 
cohorts of older adults to predict preparedness for retirement and EOL. Results for the associated 




 In the models that included perceived adulthood financial strain, no interactions in any 
cohort emerged when predicting IRA amount or EOL planning. When predicting assets, all 
cohorts except the CODA cohort had statistically significant interactions (Figures 13-17). 
However, the 99% confidence intervals for the interaction term for the CODA cohort overlapped 
with those for the HRS, War Babies, and Mid Baby Boomers cohorts; it did not overlap with the 
confidence interactions for the AHEAD and Early Baby Boomers cohorts’ interaction terms. 
There was one statistically significant interaction between conscientiousness and perceived 
adulthood financial strain when predicting income for the War Babies cohort (Figure 18); the 
confidence interval for this interaction term overlapped with that of the AHEAD and Early Baby 
Boomers cohorts, but not those of the CODA, HRS, and Mid Baby Boomers cohorts. 
 In the models that included perceived childhood financial strain, no interactions for any 
cohort emerged when predicting IRA amount or EOL planning. When predicting assets, all 
cohorts except the AHEAD cohort had statistically significant interactions (Figures 19–22). 
However, the 99% confidence intervals for the interaction term for the AHEAD cohort 
overlapped with those for the CODA, HRS, War Babies, and Mid Baby Boomers cohorts; it did 
not overlap with the confidence intervals for the Early Baby Boomers cohort’s interaction term. 
When predicting income, three cohorts had statistically significant interaction (AHEAD, War 
Babies, and Early Baby Boomers) (Figures 23–25); none of these confidence intervals 
overlapped with the non-statistically significant confidence intervals for the CODA, HRS, and 
Mid Baby Boomers cohorts.   
Latent Growth Models 
 With these analyses, I tested whether or not change in conscientiousness over three waves 




for the four latent growth models can be seen in Figure 26. Fit indices for the model predicting 
total IRA amount indicated mediocre to acceptable fit (RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.05, .06]; CFI = 
0.88; TLI = 0.87). There did not appear to be a relationship between change in conscientiousness 
and total IRA amount, r = .04, 99% CI [-.07, .15]. Fit indices for the model predicting assets 
indicated mediocre to acceptable fit (RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.06, .06]; CFI = 0.82; TLI = 0.80). 
There did not appear to be a relationship between change in conscientiousness and assets, r = -
.04, 99% CI [-.09, .02]. Fit indices for the model predicting household income indicated 
acceptable to good fit (RMSEA = .04, 90% CI [.04, .05]; CFI = 0.90; TLI = 0.88). There did not 
appear to be a relationship between change in conscientiousness and income, r = .01, 99% CI [-
.03, .13]. Fit indices for the model predicting EOL planning indicated mediocre to acceptable fit 
(RMSEA = .06, 90% CI [.06, .06]; CFI = 0.89; TLI = 0.88). There did not appear to be a 









 The Wisconsin Longitudinal Study (WLS) is a longitudinal study of a random sample of 
individuals who graduated from Wisconsin high schools in 1957 (Herd, Carr, & Road, 2014). 
Data were collected from these participants in 1957, 1964, 1975, 1992, 2003, and 2011. There 
were 10,317 respondents in the first wave; 48.4% were male and 51.6% were female. The 
respondents’ mean age in 1957 was 18.16 (SD = 0.51); almost 75% were born in 1939, and all 
were born between 1937 and 1940. Data on race is not publicly available; the sample is 
predominantly White and non-Hispanic.   
Measures 
 Big Five. The Big Five was measured using the Big Five Inventory (John, Donahue, & 
Kentle, 1991) in the 1992, 2003, and 2011 waves. A six-point scale was used (1 = disagree 
strongly; 6 = agree strongly). To assess conscientiousness, participants were asked to indicate to 
what extent they agree that they see themselves as someone who (1) does a thorough job, (2) is a 
reliable worker, (3) tends to be disorganized, (4) is lazy at times, (5) does things efficiently, and 
(6) is easily distracted; the third, fourth, and sixth items were reverse-coded (1992 α = .64; 2003 
α = .67; 2011 α = .67). To measure agreeableness, participants were asked to indicate to what 
extent they agree that they see themselves as someone who (1) tends to find fault with others, (2) 
is sometimes rude to others, (3) is generally trusting, (4) can be cold and aloof, (5) is considerate 
to almost everyone, and (6) likes to cooperate with others; the first, second, and fourth items 




participants were asked to indicate to what extent they agree that they see themselves as someone 
who (1) is talkative, (2) is reserved, (3) is full of energy, (4) tends to be quiet, (5) is sometimes 
shy, inhibited, and (6) generates a lot of enthusiasm; the second, fourth, and fifth items were 
reverse-coded (1992 α = .76; 2003 α = .76; 2011 α = .75). To measure neuroticism, participants 
were asked to indicate to what extent they agree that they see themselves as someone who (1) 
can be tense, (2) is emotionally stable, not easily upset, (3) worries a lot, (4) remains calm in 
tense situations, and (5) gets nervous easily; the second and fourth items were reverse-coded 
(1992 α = .78; 2003 α = .75; 2011 α = .74). To assess openness, participants were asked to 
indicate to what extent they agree that they see themselves as someone who (1) prefers the 
conventional, traditional, (2) prefers work that is routine and simple, (3) values artistic, aesthetic 
experiences, (4) has an active imagination, (5) wants things to be simple and clear-cut, and (6) is 
sophisticated in art, music, or literature; the first, second, and fifth items were reverse-coded 
(1992 α = .61; 2003 α = .62; 2011 α = .61). 
 For the analyses involving latent variables, I created parcels for the Big Five using the 
balancing method (Little, Rhemtulla, Gibson, & Schoemann, 2013). The three parcels for 
conscientiousness were composed of (1) the second and fifth items, (2) the first and sixth items, 
and (3) the third and fourth items. The three parcels for agreeableness were composed of (1) the 
second and third items, (2) the first and fourth items, and (3) the fifth and sixth items. The three 
parcels for extraversion were composed of (1) the third and fourth items, (2) the fifth and sixth 
items, and (3) the first and second items. The three parcels for neuroticism were composed of (1) 
the fourth and fifth items, (2) the second and third items, and (3) the first item. The three parcels 
for openness were composed of (1) the first and sixth items, (2) the third and fifth items, and (3) 




 Perceived childhood financial strain. In the first wave in 1957, participants were asked 
how their family income or wealth compares with families in their community (1 = considerably 
below average; 5 = considerably above average). Participants were also asked about parental 
support for college: if their parents were able to help them go to college (1 = parents cannot 
afford or graduate must work, 2 = parents could support graduate with sacrifice, 3 = parents 
could easily support graduate), and how much they or their parents can contribute to college 
expenses next year (1 = none, 2 = < $500, 3 = $500-$999, 4 = $1,000-$1,500, 5 = all expenses). 
A socioeconomic status score for parents was also created using information about the father’s 
years of schooling, the mother’s years of schooling, Duncan’s socioeconomic index for the 
father’s 1957 occupation, and average parental income using tax data from the late 1950s; this 
score ranged from 1 to 97. All items were reverse-coded so that higher scores indicated greater 
strain.  
Perceived adulthood financial strain. In the 2003 and 2011 waves, participants were 
asked a variety of questions to assess their financial situation. In both waves, they were asked to 
indicate how satisfied they were with their present financial situation (1 = completely satisfied; 5 
= not at all satisfied), how difficult it is for them and their family to meet monthly payments on 
their bills (1 = extremely; 5 = not at all), and if they have ever gone deeply into debt or suffered 
substantial financial loss (1 = yes; 0 = no). Like with the questions related to perceived childhood 
financial strain, the latter two questions were reverse-coded so that higher scores indicated 
greater strain.    
To ensure that perceived childhood and adulthood financial strain were two separate 
factors, I conducted a factor analysis, and two distinct factors emerged from the items discussed 




 Retirement preparedness.  
 Retirement accounts. In the 2003 wave, participants were asked if they or their spouse 
have any retirement plans that accumulate an account balance, e.g., IRAs, 401(k)s, or profit 
sharing plans. If they responded affirmatively, they were then asked, if all retirement plans that 
accumulate a balance were added together, how much they would amount to. The totals ranged 
from $100 to $10,000,000, but in the publicly available data, the highest amount was top-coded 
at $2,400,000. Retirement accounts amount in the 2003 wave was non-normally distributed, with 
skewness of 2.86 (SE = .05) and kurtosis of 10.04 (SE = .09).  
 Similar to the 2003 waves, participants were asked if they have any retirement plans such 
as a 401(k), 403(b), IRA, or Keogh plan, and if they do, what the account balance or principal is. 
Unlike in 2003, these questions were asked individually for the participant and for the 
participant’s spouse/partner; to match what was done in the previous wave, I added the two 
account balances together. The participants’ account balances ranged from $0 to $12,000,000, 
but was top-coded at $2,100,000 in the public data. The spouses’ or partners’ account balances 
ranged from $0 to $3,500,000, but was top-coded at $1,200,000 in the public data. Adding 
together these two variables resulted in a range from $0 to $3,300,000. Retirement accounts 
amount in the 2011 wave was non-normally distributed, with skewness of 3.15 (SE = .04) and 
kurtosis of 12.43 (SE = .08).  
 Net worth. In the 2003 wave, the net worth of the participants and their spouses was 
calculated using their responses to questions regarding home equity; business or farm equity; real 
estate equity for property that is not a first home, business, or farm; vehicle equity; retirement 
plans that accumulate a balance; checking accounts, savings accounts, or money market funds; 




shares in mutual funds and paid off anything owed on them; other assets; cash value of life 
insurance policies; and amount owed on anything other than mortgages, cars, trucks, campers, 
boats, other RVs, a business, a farm, or real estate. Net worth in 2003 ranged from -$1,672,500 
to $11,350,000, but in the publicly available data, the range was capped -$15,000 to 
$12,000,000. Net worth in the 2003 wave was non-normally distributed, with skewness of 6.01 
(SE = .03) and kurtosis of 45.18 (SE = .06).  
 In the 2011 wave, the net worth of the participants and their spouses was calculated using 
their responses to questions regarding what their home would sell for now; how much is owed on 
their home; how much their business or farm would sell for now; how much is owed on their 
business or farm; how much real estate that is not their first home, business, or farm would sell 
for now; how much is owed on their real estate that is not their first home, business, or farm; 
how much their motor vehicles, including cars, trucks, campers, boats, and other RVs, would sell 
for now; how much is owed on their motor vehicles, including cars, trucks, campers, boats, and 
other RVs; checking accounts, savings accounts, or money market funds; CDs, government 
savings bonds, or Treasury bills; amount if they sold all stocks, bonds, or shares in mutual funds 
and paid off anything owed on them; other assets; cash value of life insurance policies; amount 
owed on credit cards; amount owed on anything other than mortgages, cars, trucks, campers, 
boats, other RVs, a business, a farm, or real estate; and account balance or principal for 401(k), 
403(b), IRA, or Keogh plans. Net worth in 2011 ranged from -$1,152,000 to $766,500,001, but 
in the publicly available data, the range was capped at -$42,000 to $12,200,000. Net worth in the 
2011 wave was non-normally distributed, with skewness of 5.48 (SE = .03) and kurtosis of 37.85 




 Personal income.1 In the 2003 wave, participants’ personal income for the previous 12 
months was calculated using their responses to questions regarding wages, salaries, 
commissions, and tips; net income from their business, professional practice, partnership, or 
farm; Social Security income; pensions plans not including Social Security; supplemental 
security income, public assistance income, or income from other government programs; income 
from interest, dividends, or other investments; first other income; and second other income. 
Participants’ personal income ranged from $0 to $4,050,000, but in the publicly available data, 
the highest amount was top-coded at $550,000. Personal income in the 2003 wave was non-
normally distributed, with skewness of 4.95 (SE = .03) and kurtosis of 31.83 (SE = .06).  
 In the 2011 wave, participants’ personal income for the previous 12 months was 
calculated using their responses to questions regarding Social Security income; the amount they 
are received from their pension; the amount they are withdrawing from their 401(k), 403(b), 
IRA, or Keogh plans; the amounts their annuities are paying; wages, salaries, commissions, and 
tips; net income from their business, professional practice, partnership, or farm; supplemental 
security income, public assistance income, or income from other government programs; other 
sources of income; rental income from home; amount from reverse mortgage; rental income 
from anything that is not a first home, a business, or a farm; interest from checking accounts, 
saving accounts, or money market funds; interest from CDs, government savings bonds, or 
Treasury bills; and interest or dividends from stocks, bonds, or shares in a mutual fund. If the 
participant was married or partnered, half of any joint income was included. Participants’ 
personal income ranged from $0 to $21,029,940, but in the publicly available data, the highest 
amount was top-coded at $383,400. Personal income in the 2011 wave was non-normally 
                                               
1 I conducted the same analyses using household income as the outcome, and the results were the 




distributed, with skewness of 6.01 (SE = .03) and kurtosis of 45.18 (SE = .06).  
 End-of-life planning. End-of-life (EOL) planning questions appear in the 2003 and 2011 
waves of the WLS. In the 2003 wave, questions related to EOL planning were asked only of a 
randomly selected 70% subsample in the 2003 wave; all participants who lived in an area of 
Wisconsin termed “Wiscville” at the time of the 1992 or 2003 surveys were asked these 
questions because of a large advance directive effort in the 1990s in that area. All participants 
were asked these questions in the 2011 survey. Participants were asked about the following types 
of planning: (1) if they have a signed and witnessed will, (2) if they have discussed their plans 
and preferences with anyone about the types of medical treatment they want if they become 
seriously ill in the future, (3) if they have made any legal arrangements for someone to make 
decisions about their medical care if they become unable to make those decisions themselves 
(Durable Power of Attorney for Health Care (DPAHC)), and (4) if they have a living will or 
advance directive. All questions were yes (coded as 1) or no (coded as 0) questions. An index of 
EOL planning was created, ranging from 0 to 4, to indicate how much planning participants had 
engaged in. 
Analyses 
 Analyses were conducted using SPSS version 24, Mplus version 7.4 (Muthen & Muthen, 
2012-2015), RStudio version 1.1.453, the R package MplusAutomation (Hellquist & Wiley, 
2018), and the R package biocLite. I controlled for gender and education in the WLS analyses, 
and in the 2003 analyses for EOL planning, I also controlled for whether or not participants were 
flagged as living in the “Wiscville” area. All models in Mplus were estimated using robust 
maximum likelihood, which uses robust standard errors. The analyses involving latent 




constructing a measurement model for each analysis to be conducted that included 
conscientiousness, the second predictor (perceived adulthood financial strain, perceived 
childhood financial strain, agreeableness, extraversion, neuroticism, or openness), and the 
outcome (retirement accounts, net worth, personal income, or EOL planning). Then I estimated 
two structural models for each configuration of predictors and outcomes: one without an 
interaction (Model 0) (Figure 1) and one with an interaction (Model 1) (Figure 2). Latent 
moderation analyses were conducted for the 2003 and the 2011 waves separately.  
For the latent growth models, I created one latent variable for conscientiousness for each 
of the three waves (1992, 2003, 2011) used in these analyses, and the conscientiousness items 
were parceled as described above. The item loadings and residual variances were fixed to be 
equal across the three waves. The intercept and slope of conscientiousness were correlated with 
one another and were also correlated with each outcome to determine how change in 
conscientiousness predicted each one. I tested for measurement invariance among the three 
waves of data. I found partial metric invariance (allowing the loading for the first parcel for the 
1992 wave to be free) and partial scalar invariance (with the intercepts for the first parcels for the 





 The means and standard deviations for the variables used in the WLS 2003 analyses can 
be seen in Table 13, and the correlation matrix can be seen in Table 14. The correlations between 




and personal income, r = .04, 95% CI [.02, .06], were smaller than the equivalent ones found in 
the HRS. But the correlation between conscientiousness and EOL planning, r = .10, 95% CI [.07, 
.13], was similar to the HRS results.  
The items that made up the latent variable for perceived adulthood financial strain were 
all negatively correlated with the preparedness outcomes, with the exception of the correlation 
between whether or not the person had ever gone into debt or suffered financial loss and personal 
income. The correlations between financial satisfaction and the outcomes ranged from -.26, 95% 
CI [-.29, -.23] (with amount in retirement accounts) to -.14, 95% CI [-.17, -.11] (with personal 
income and EOL planning]. The correlations between ability to pay bills and the outcomes were 
similar in magnitude, or slightly smaller, and the correlations between ever going into debt and 
the outcomes were smaller than that. In general, the trend was that more financial strain, as 
assessed by these items, was related to less preparedness.  
The items that made up the latent variable for perceived childhood financial strain were 
all negatively correlated with the preparedness outcomes, indicating that greater strain in 
childhood negatively affected these types of outcomes in adulthood. The correlations ranged 
from -.21 to -.07. The childhood SES score was a relatively strong predictor of the financial 
outcomes, in comparison with conscientiousness: with amount in retirement accounts, r = -.21, 
95% CI [-.24, -.18], net worth, r = -.19, 95% CI [-.21, -.17], and personal income, r = -.15, 95% 
CI [-.13, -.11].  
The correlations between the other Big Five and the four outcomes were in the directions 
expected based on previous research findings. There were small negative correlations between 
agreeableness and amount in retirement accounts, r = -.04, 95% CI [-.07, -.01], net worth, r = -




was positively correlated with EOL planning, r = .07, 95% CI [.04, .10]. There were small 
positive correlations between extraversion and all outcomes: with amount in retirement accounts, 
r = .07, 95% CI [.04, .10], with net worth, r = .07, 95% CI [.05, .09], personal income, r = .04, 
95% CI [.02, .06], and EOL planning, r = .04, 95% CI [.01, .07]. Neuroticism was negatively 
correlated with all outcomes: with amount in retirement accounts, r = -.07, 95% CI [-.10, -.04], 
with net worth, r = -.07, 95% CI [-.09, -.05], personal income, r = -.11, 95% CI [-.13, -.09], and 
EOL planning, r = -.06, 95% CI [-.09, -.03]. Openness was positively correlated with all 
outcomes: with amount in retirement accounts, r = .15, 95% CI [.12, .18], with net worth, r = 
.12, 95% CI [.10, .14], personal income, r = .13, 95% CI [.11, .15], and EOL planning, r = .08, 
95% CI [.05, .11].  
Measurement Models 
 The model fit statistics for the WLS 2003 measurement models can be seen in Table 15. 
Most models demonstrated acceptable or better fit (Little, 2013), except for the models that 
included agreeableness and extraversion. To improve the fit for models including agreeableness, 
I added a correlation between conscientiousness parcel 1 and agreeableness parcel 3, as 
suggested by the modification indices. The resulting model fit statistics can be seen in Table 16. I 
attempted to improve the fit of the models that included extraversion, but the changes suggested 
by the modification indices resulted in either no improvement in fit or in negative variances, so I 
left the models in their original state. The models and standardized statistics can be seen in 
Figures 27–32.    
Latent Moderation 
Interactions with perceived financial strain. As with the HRS data set, I examined 




interacted to predict preparedness for retirement and EOL. Results for the associated latent 
moderation models can be seen in Tables 17 and 18. (Table 33 displays comparisons among the 
HRS and the two WLS waves for the interaction results for all models.)  
In the models containing perceived adulthood financial strain as a predictor, 
conscientiousness was a positive predictor of net worth in Model 1, and EOL planning; it was 
not a predictor of amount in retirement accounts or personal income. Perceived adulthood 
financial strain was a negative predictor of retirement accounts amount, net worth and EOL 
planning, but it did not predict of personal income. There was a statistically significant 
interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain to predict net 
worth (β = 0.68, 99% CI [0.57, 0.78]) (Figure 33). Adding the interaction to the model also 
improved model fit (-2LL = 1977.00). As individuals who reported low perceived adulthood 
financial strain increased in conscientiousness, their net worth decreased; as individuals who 
reported high perceived adulthood financial strain increased in conscientiousness, their net worth 
increased. At the low end of conscientiousness, people who experienced less strain had greater 
net worth than those who had experienced higher levels; at the high end of conscientiousness, 
people who experienced greater strain had higher net worth than those who had experienced less 
strain. While there was also an interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood 
financial strain predicting assets in the HRS, it had a different form that the interaction found 
here. Also in the HRS, there was a interaction that predicted income, which was not replicated 
here. In neither data set was there an interaction that predicted amount in retirement accounts or 
EOL planning.  
 In the models containing perceived childhood financial strain as a predictor, 




of amounts in retirement accounts or income. Perceived childhood financial strain was a negative 
predictor of amount in retirement accounts, net worth, and EOL planning, but not a predictor of 
income. No statistically significant interactions emerged, like what was found in the HRS. 
Interactions with the Big Five. With these analyses, I examined whether or not 
conscientiousness and the other Big Five personality traits (agreeableness, extraversion, 
neuroticism, and openness) interacted to predict preparedness for retirement and EOL. Results 
for the associated latent moderation models can be seen in Tables 19–22.  
In the models containing agreeableness as a predictor, conscientiousness was a positive 
predictor of net worth and EOL planning; it did not predict amount in retirement accounts or 
personal income. Agreeableness was not a predictor of any outcome. There was a statistically 
significant interaction between conscientiousness and agreeableness in the model predicting net 
worth (β = -0.56, 99% CI [-0.65, -0.47]) (Figure 34). Adding the interaction to the model also 
improved model fit (-2LL = 1471.56). As individuals low in agreeableness increased in 
conscientiousness, their net worth also increased; as individuals high in agreeableness increased 
in conscientiousness, their net worth tended to decrease. At the low end of conscientiousness, 
people high in agreeableness had greater net worth than people low in agreeableness; at the high 
end of conscientiousness, people low in agreeableness had greater net worth than people high in 
agreeableness. This interaction was not found in the HRS, nor were any others between 
conscientiousness and agreeableness, similar to this wave of the WLS.   
 In the models containing extraversion as a predictor, conscientiousness was a positive 
predictor of net worth in Model 0, and a positive predictor of EOL planning in both models; it 
was not a predictor of amount in retirement accounts or income. Extraversion was a positive 




personal income. There was a statistically significant interaction between conscientiousness and 
extraversion predicting net worth (β = -0.54, 99% CI [-0.64, -0.44]) (Figure 35). Adding the 
interaction to the model also improved model fit (-2LL = 756.44). Similar to the interaction 
between conscientiousness and agreeableness, as individuals low in extraversion increased in 
conscientiousness, their net worth increased as well, but as individuals high in extraversion 
increased in conscientiousness, their net worth decreased. At the low end of conscientiousness, 
people high in extraversion had greater net worth than people low in extraversion; at the high end 
of conscientiousness, people low in extraversion had greater net worth than people high in 
extraversion. There was also an interaction between conscientiousness and extraversion in the 
HRS predicting assets, but like the interaction between conscientiousness and perceived 
adulthood financial strain, the two interactions had different forms.  
 In the models containing neuroticism as a predictor, conscientiousness was a positive 
predictor of EOL planning, but not a predictor of amount in retirement accounts, net worth, or 
income. Neuroticism was a negative predictor of net worth in Model 1, and a negative predictor 
of income in both models; it was not a predictor of amount in retirement accounts or EOL 
planning. There was a statistically significant interaction between conscientiousness and 
neuroticism predicting net worth (β = 0.54, 99% CI [0.46, 0.63]) (Figure 36). Adding the 
interaction to the model also improved model fit (-2LL = 1098.66). As individuals low in 
neuroticism increased in conscientiousness, their net worth decreased; as individuals high in 
neuroticism increased in conscientiousness, their net worth increased. At the low end of 
conscientiousness, people low in neuroticism had greater net worth than people high in 
neuroticism; at the high end of conscientiousness, people high in neuroticism had greater net 




and neuroticism predicting assets in the HRS, as there was here, there was an interaction that 
predicted income, which was not found in the WLS. For the other two outcomes, the results were 
similar, in that no interactions between conscientiousness and neuroticism predicted them. 
 In the models containing openness as a predictor, conscientiousness was a positive 
predictor of net worth and EOL planning; it was not a predictor of amount in retirement accounts 
or income. Openness was a positive predictor of net worth and income; it was not a predictor of 
amount in retirement accounts or EOL planning. There was a statistically significant interaction 
between conscientiousness and openness predicting net worth (β = -0.61, 99% CI [-0.72, -0.49]) 
(Figure 37). Adding the interaction to the model also improved model fit (-2LL = 1448.18). As 
individuals low in openness increased in conscientiousness, their net worth increased; as 
individuals high in openness increased in conscientiousness, their net worth decreased. At the 
low end of conscientiousness, people high in openness had greater net worth than people low in 
openness; at the high end of conscientiousness, people low in openness had greater net worth 
than people high in openness. There was no interaction between conscientiousness and openness 
when predicting assets in the HRS; however, the results were similar for the other three 
outcomes where no interactions emerged.  
WLS 2011 
Descriptive Statistics 
 The means and standard deviations for the variables used in the WLS 2011 analyses can 
be seen in Table 23, and the correlation matrix can be seen in Table 24.  
 The correlations between conscientiousness and preparedness for retirement and EOL 
were small and positive: with amount in retirement accounts, r = .06, 95% CI [.02, .10], with net 




EOL planning, r = .05, 95% CI [.02, .08]. More conscientious people were slightly more likely to 
be prepared for retirement and EOL.  
 The items that made up the latent variable for perceived adulthood financial strain 
followed a similar pattern to those in the 2003 wave, where all items were negatively correlated 
with preparedness for retirement and EOL, except for the correlation between ever going into 
debt or suffering financial strain and personal income. The most notable correlations were 
between financial satisfaction and amount in retirement accounts, r = -.21, 95% CI [-.25, -.17], as 
well as net worth, r = -.21, 95% CI [-.23, -.19], and between ability to pay bills and amount in 
retirement accounts, r = -.17, 95% CI [-.21, -.13], as well as net worth, r = -.16, 95% CI [-.18, -
.14]. 
 The items that made up the latent variable for perceived childhood financial strain were 
negatively correlated with preparedness for retirement and EOL, so that greater perceived strain 
was correlated with less preparedness. These correlations ranged from -.20 to -.04, with the 
greatest being between SES score and amount in retirement accounts, r = -.20, 95% CI [-.24, -
.16], and net worth, r = -.20, 95% CI [-.22, -.18]. 
 Agreeableness and extraversion were correlated with preparedness for retirement and 
EOL at levels similar to conscientiousness, except agreeableness was negatively correlated with 
amount in retirement accounts, net worth, and personal income, so more agreeable individuals 
were slightly less likely to be prepared for retirement and EOL. Neuroticism was negatively 
correlated with all of the items, though the correlation with EOL planning was not statistically 
significant r = -.02, 95% CI [-.05, .01]. Openness was positively correlated with all outcomes; 
the largest correlations were with amount in retirement accounts, r = .15, 95% CI [.11, .19], net 





 The model fit statistics for the WLS 2011 measurement models can be seen in Table 25. 
Most models demonstrated acceptable or better fit (Little, 2013), except for the models that 
included agreeableness and extraversion. To improve the fit for models including agreeableness, 
I added a correlation between conscientiousness parcel 1 and agreeableness parcel 3, as I did 
with the equivalent model in the 2003 wave. The resulting model fit statistics can be seen in 
Table 26. When attempting to improve the fit of the models that included extraversion, similar 
problems occurred as with the models in the 2003 wave, so I also left these models as originally 
specified. The models and standardized statistics can be seen in Figures 38–43.    
Latent Moderation 
Interactions with perceived financial strain. As with the HRS data set and the 2003 
wave of the WLS, I examined whether or not conscientiousness and perceived financial strain, in 
adulthood and in childhood, interacted to predict preparedness for retirement and EOL. Results 
for the associated latent moderation models can be seen in Tables 27 and 28. (Table 33 displays 
comparisons among the HRS and the two WLS waves for the interaction results for all models.)  
In the models containing perceived adulthood financial strain as a predictor, 
conscientiousness was a positive predictor of net worth in Model 1 only; it was not a predictor of 
net worth in Model 0, nor a predictor of amount in retirement accounts, personal income, or EOL 
planning. Perceived adulthood financial strain was a negative predictor of amount in retirement 
accounts, net worth, and EOL planning, but it was not a predictor of personal income. There was 
a statistically significant interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood 
financial strain predicting net worth (β = 0.58, 99% CI [0.49, 0.68]) (Figure 44). Adding the 




perceived adulthood financial strain increased in conscientiousness, their net worth decreased; as 
individuals with high perceived adulthood financial strain increased in conscientiousness, their 
net worth increased. At the low end of conscientiousness, people who experienced less strain had 
greater net worth than those who had experienced higher levels; at the high end of 
conscientiousness, people who experienced greater strain had higher net worth than those who 
had experienced less strain. The form of the interaction in the 2003 and 2011 waves of the WLS 
were similar, but unlike that found in the HRS. As previously mentioned, there was a statistically 
significant interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
predicting income in the HRS, but that was not found here. The results for the other two 
outcomes were the same across data sets, where no interactions were found.  
 In the models containing perceived childhood financial strain as a predictor, 
conscientiousness was a positive predictor of amount in retirement accounts, net worth, and EOL 
planning; it was not a predictor of personal income. Perceived childhood financial strain was a 
negative predictor of amount in retirement accounts, net worth, and EOL planning; it also was 
not a predictor of personal income. None of the interactions between conscientiousness and 
perceived childhood financial strain predicted any of the four outcomes. This was the same result 
in both waves of the WLS, as well as in the HRS.  
Interactions with the Big Five. With these analyses, I examined whether or not 
conscientiousness and the other Big Five personality traits (agreeableness, extraversion, 
neuroticism, and openness) interacted to predict preparedness for retirement and EOL. Results 
for the associated latent moderation models can be seen in Tables 29–32.  
 In the models containing agreeableness as a predictor, conscientiousness was a positive 




predictor of income or EOL planning. Agreeableness did not predict any of the outcomes. The 
interaction between conscientiousness and agreeableness was a predictor of net worth (β = -0.56, 
99% CI [-0.64, -0.47]) (Figure 45). Adding the interaction to the model also improved model fit 
(-2LL = 1575.98). As individuals low in agreeableness increased in conscientiousness, their net 
worth increased; as individuals high in agreeableness increased in conscientiousness, their net 
worth decreased. At the low end of conscientiousness, people high in agreeableness had greater 
net worth than people low in agreeableness; at the high end of conscientiousness, people low in 
agreeableness had greater net worth than people high in agreeableness. While no interaction 
between conscientiousness and agreeableness predicted assets in the HRS, an interaction 
predicting net worth also emerged in the 2003 wave of the WLS; it had the same form as the 
interaction found in this wave. No interactions between conscientiousness and agreeableness 
predicted the other three outcomes in any data set.  
 In the models containing extraversion as a predictor, conscientiousness was not a 
predictor of any of the outcomes. Extraversion was a positive predictor of net worth in Model 0, 
and of EOL planning in both models. None of the interactions between conscientiousness and 
extraversion predicted any of the four outcomes. This differed from both the HRS and the 2003 
wave of the WLS, where an interaction between conscientiousness and extraversion predicted 
assets/net worth; the results with regard to interactions for the other three were the same, in that 
there was no interaction. 
 In the models containing neuroticism as a predictor, conscientiousness was not a 
predictor of any of the outcomes. Neuroticism was a negative predictor of net worth and personal 
income; it did not predict amount in retirement accounts or EOL planning. There was a 




worth (β = 0.54, 99% CI [0.46, 0.63]) (Figure 46). Adding the interaction to the model also 
improved model fit (-2LL = 472.64). As individuals low in neuroticism increased in 
conscientiousness, their net worth decreased; as individuals high in neuroticism increased in 
conscientiousness, their net worth increased. At the low end of conscientiousness, people low in 
neuroticism had greater net worth than people high in neuroticism; at the high end of 
conscientiousness, people high in neuroticism had greater net worth than people low in 
neuroticism. This was also the result found in the 2003 wave of the WLS (but not the HRS); the 
two interactions had a similar form. Unlike the HRS, there was no interaction between 
conscientiousness and neuroticism predicting income, but like the HRS, there were no 
interactions predicting the other two outcomes.  
In the models containing openness as a predictor, conscientiousness was a predictor of 
only amount in retirement accounts. Openness was a positive predictor of net worth only in 
Model 1; it did not predict any of the other outcomes. There was a statistically significant 
interaction between conscientiousness and neuroticism predicting net worth (β = -0.62, 99% CI 
[-0.72, -0.52]) (Figure 47). Adding the interaction to the model also improved model fit (-2LL = 
1493.68). As people low in openness increased in conscientiousness, their net worth increased; 
as people high in openness increased in conscientiousness, their net worth decreased. At the low 
end of conscientiousness, people high in openness had greater net worth than people low in 
openness; at the high end of conscientiousness, people low in openness had greater net worth 
than people high in openness. This was also the result found in the 2003 wave of the WLS (but 
not the HRS); the two interactions also had a similar form. Like the HRS and the 2003 wave of 
the WLS, there were no interactions between conscientiousness and openness that predicted the 




Latent Growth Models 
 With these analyses, I tested whether or not change in conscientiousness over three waves 
of data predicted preparedness for retirement or EOL in the 2011 wave of the WLS. All results 
for the four latent growth models can be seen in Figure 48. Fit indices for the model predicting 
amount in retirement accounts indicated acceptable fit (RMSEA = .05, 90% CI [.05, .05]; CFI = 
0.93; TLI = 0.92). There was no relationship between change in conscientiousness and amount in 
retirement accounts, r = .03, 99% CI [-.06, .12]. Fit indices for the model predicting net worth 
indicated acceptable fit (RMSEA = .05, 90% CI [.05, .06]; CFI = 0.92; TLI = 0.90). There was a 
positive relationship between change in conscientiousness and net worth, r = .08, 99% CI [.01, 
.15], such that those who increased in conscientiousness had a greater net worth than those who 
did not. Fit indices for the model predicting personal income indicated acceptable fit (RMSEA = 
.05, 90% CI [.05, .05]; CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.92). There was no relationship between change in 
conscientiousness and personal income, r = .01, 99% CI [-.05, .08]. Fit indices for the model 
predicting EOL planning indicated acceptable fit (RMSEA = .05, 90% CI [.05, .05]; CFI = 0.93; 
TLI = 0.92). There was no relationship between change in conscientiousness and EOL planning, 





CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 
 
 In these two studies, I attempted to answer the following questions about the relationship 
between conscientiousness and preparedness for retirement and end of life (EOL): (1) if 
conscientiousness was related to preparedness for retirement and EOL; (2) if conscientiousness 
interacted with other variables (perceived adulthood financial strain, perceived childhood 
financial strain, agreeableness, extraversion, neuroticism, and openness) to predict preparedness 
for retirement and EOL; and (3) if changes in conscientiousness predicted preparedness for 
retirement and EOL. To do so, I analyzed data from two large data sets whose participants were 
older adults, the Health and Retirement Study (HRS) and the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
(WLS). In addition to the three main research questions, I also compared results from the 
moderation analyses that included perceived adulthood financial strain and perceived childhood 
financial strain across six cohorts in the HRS, and also conducted moderation analyses in the two 
most recent waves (2003 and 2011) of the WLS to look at differences between waves. 
Conscientiousness and Preparedness for Retirement and EOL 
 The correlations between conscientiousness and outcomes related to preparedness for 
retirement EOL were small and positive. The correlations found in the HRS were the largest, 
ranging from .09 to .11. In the 2003 wave of the WLS, the correlations with the three financial 
outcomes were smaller, ranging from .02 to .04; however, the correlation between 
conscientiousness and EOL planning was comparable to that found in the HRS. In the 2011 wave 
of the WLS, the correlations were a similar size to the previous wave, ranging from .05 to .06. In 





Latent Moderation Analyses 
 I found no statistically significant interactions in either data set when predicting IRA 
amount/retirement accounts amount or EOL planning. In the HRS, conscientiousness was a 
positive predictor of both outcomes. In the 2003 wave of the WLS, conscientiousness was not a 
predictor of amount in retirement accounts, but was a positive predictor of EOL planning; in the 
2011 wave, the results were more mixed, where conscientiousness was a predictor of those 
outcomes in some models but not others. Based on these findings, it appears that 
conscientiousness is a somewhat consistent predictor of IRA amount/retirement accounts amount 
or EOL planning, but resource substitution does not occur when taking financial strain into 
account, nor does it interact with the other Big Five to predict these outcomes. 
 I found statistically significant interactions when predicting assets/net worth in both data 
sets; however, the results were not always the same across data sets. For example, when 
predicting assets/net worth from the interaction between conscientiousness and perceived 
adulthood financial strain, the results in the HRS were opposite in form of those in the WLS. 
Whereas individuals in the HRS who reported high perceived adulthood financial strain reported 
lower assets as conscientiousness increased, the opposite occurred in the WLS results, where 
individuals who reported high perceived adulthood financial strain reported greater net worth as 
conscientiousness increased; a similar pattern occurred with those who reported low perceived 
adulthood financial strain, except in the opposite direction. Because of the differences between 
results, it is difficult to determine what role conscientiousness plays when individuals are 
experiencing financial strain in adulthood. Resource substitution by conscientiousness may be 
taking place, as one would conclude from the WLS results, but the results from the HRS 




 However, no interactions were found between conscientiousness and perceived childhood 
financial strain when predicting assets/net worth. Conscientiousness positively predicted, and 
perceived childhood financial strain negatively predicted, assets/net worth, but conscientiousness 
did not act as an especially beneficial resource for individuals who did experience financial strain 
in childhood. It appears that high conscientiousness was beneficial and high perceived childhood 
financial strain was detrimental.  
 There were also statistically significant interactions between conscientiousness and three 
of the Big Five (agreeableness, neuroticism, and openness) when predicting net worth in both 
waves of the WLS, but no such interactions were found in the HRS. Given the lack of replication 
between the data sets, the differences in the data sets’ results may have been due to sampling 
error, so caution when interpreting these results is warranted. A similar lack of replication 
occurred with the interactions between conscientiousness and extraversion: interactions were 
found in the HRS and the 2003 wave of the WLS, but not the 2011 wave, which may have also 
been due to sampling error. There were also some mixed findings when looking at the Big Five 
as individual predictors; for example, conscientiousness was a positive predictor of assets in all 
models in the HRS, but only some in the WLS. Agreeableness was a negative predictor in the 
HRS, but was not a statistically significant predictor in either wave of the WLS. Similarly mixed 
findings emerged with extraversion, neuroticism, and openness. This is much like the mixed 
findings in previous studies.    
 I found two interactions in the HRS (but not the WLS) that predicted income: between 
conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain, and between conscientiousness and 
neuroticism. These different findings may again be related to sampling error. Conscientiousness 




perceived adulthood financial strain was a negative predictor.   
 I also examined the results of latent moderation analyses across six cohorts in the HRS 
for models that included perceived adulthood financial strain or perceived childhood financial 
strain. Interactions emerged when predicting assets and income, but not IRA amount or EOL 
planning. However, the confidence intervals of the interaction terms often overlapped with one 
another within the outcomes, as well as between the high and low groups when plotting the 
interactions. Because of the amount of overlap occurring, there may not be true differences 
among cohorts when it comes to the interactions between conscientiousness and perceived 
adulthood financial strain, or conscientiousness and perceived childhood financial strain.      
Changes in Conscientiousness 
 In general, changes in conscientiousness did not predict preparedness for retirement and 
EOL. The one exception was changes in conscientiousness predicting net worth in the WLS, 
such that individuals who increased in conscientiousness across the three waves had greater net 
worth than those who did not increase or experienced a different pattern of change. While change 
in personality traits is still occurring in older adulthood and may affect other outcomes (e.g., 
well-being, Kandler et al., 2015), changes in conscientiousness may not be related to 
preparedness for retirement or EOL. It is possible that one might see more of a relation in 
younger adults, either when more change in conscientiousness is occurring, or when they are 
making more decisions about planning for retirement or EOL. When data were gathered may 
also play a role: data for these analyses were gathered in 2006, 2010, and 2014 for the HRS, and 
in 1992, 2003, and 2011 for the WLS. Both of those time spans overlap with the Great 
Recession, which could have impacted preparedness for retirement and EOL, regardless of level 




conscientiousness over the course of the studies, it may have been insufficient to affect their 
preparedness in older adulthood. A person may become more conscientious as they approach 
older adulthood, but if they have not started preparing for retirement until that point, it may not 
have a very strong association.        
Implications 
 These studies have added to the existing body of literature by further demonstrating that 
preparing for retirement and EOL can predicted by personality traits such as conscientiousness. 
The interplay between personality traits may be complex, warranting further research to tease out 
if and how they relate to one another. A number of interactions were found between 
conscientiousness and the other Big Five, but given the lack of consistency in the findings 
between the data sets and the possibility that the findings are due to sampling error, it is difficult 
to interpret them with certainty.   
 Additionally, including perceived financial strain, both in adulthood and childhood, 
provided more information about such impacts over the life course. While an individual may not 
have experienced financial strain across much of adulthood, it is notable that strain assessed at a 
given time was associated with less preparedness for retirement and EOL. This may indicate that 
these participants had indeed experienced strain across time, resulting in a lower net worth or 
lower income. The negative impact of perceived childhood financial strain in the WLS also 
speaks to the impact of strain across time. This strain may have persisted into young adulthood, 
through middle adulthood, and into older adulthood. Given the long-terms impacts, this provides 
more evidence for the importance of alleviating childhood poverty. 
Limitations 




retirement and EOL, rather than planning. While preparedness is important, given that it may 
reflect a lifetime’s worth of decisions, it is more difficult to tease out any mechanisms that lead 
to more or less planning. A study that looks at the relationship between conscientiousness and 
planning for retirement and EOL across the lifespan could be more instructive, especially when 
taking into account other life events that may also be influential. There may have been important 
life events that influenced their attitudes toward saving for retirement or planning for EOL that 
were not captured here.  
 Another limitation is the scales used to assess conscientiousness. They were short scales, 
with somewhat low internal consistency; perhaps the aspects of conscientiousness measured in 
those scales was not a good representation of what it is about conscientiousness that predicts (or 
does not predict) preparedness for retirement and EOL. Using a longer scale that included facet 
measures could help to rectify this issue.     
 One limitation of the cohort analyses in the HRS were the sample sizes. While the 
number of participants in the HRS itself is large, there may have been insufficient participants 
per cohort to clearly determine whether or not there were interaction between conscientiousness 
and the perceived financial strain variables, whether they differed among cohorts, and what the 
form of the interactions actually were. Given the changes in need for retirement savings that have 
taken place over the past few decades, there may be notable differences between, for instance, 
Baby Boomers and those born prior to the Great Depression. A larger sample size in these 
various age groups may help to clarify any potential differences. 
 Another limitation of these studies was that the financial outcomes were measured mostly 
at the household or couple level. The difference among levels of preparedness may have been 




have been the conscientious one and made prudent financial choices, or if the spouse was a man, 
he may have made more money than his wife so he was able to save more. However, in the 
WLS, personal income was available for the respondents, as well as household income, and no 
differences were found between those two outcomes. 
 Another limitation of these studies was who was asked the questions about EOL 
planning. In the HRS, only those 65 years and older were asked about having discussions, 
assigning another person durable power of attorney for health care, and having a living will. 
Rates of EOL planning increase as people grow older (Rao et al., 2014) as people are likely to 
become ill and death becomes more salient, so personality traits such as conscientiousness may 
not be important predictors in older adults, but they may be in adults under 65.  
Future Directions 
 There are a variety of future directions in this line of research. For instance, one might 
look at retirement and EOL planning in younger adults, starting when they enter the workforce 
and have the opportunity to start saving for retirement. Perceived childhood financial strain may 
be more salient in this group and have more of an effect on their early adulthood financial 
behavior. There are also sizable increases in conscientiousness in younger adults in their 20s and 
30s (Roberts et al., 2006) that may have an effect on their preparation and planning. 
Additionally, there may be differences between adults born in the 1980s and 1990s and adults 
born in previous decades. For example, young adults today are more likely to have taken out 
loans for college than older adults (Federal Reserve Board, 2018), which could affect their ability 
to save for retirement. 
 Similar analyses could also be done using outcomes such as the income replacement rate 




ratio of expected retirement income to pre-retirement income, and using this ratio as an outcome 
could give researchers a better idea of whether individuals are saving adequately for retirement 
or not and how conscientiousness and the other predictors studied here may be related to 
adequate savings. 
 There is also room for cross-cultural research, both within the United States and among 
countries. For instance, in a study comparing American and Dutch workers (Van Dalen, 
Henkens, & Hershey, 2010), the Dutch workers reported greater trust in their employer pension, 
and this was a stronger predictor of perceived adequacy of retirement savings and expected 
retirement replacement rate among the Dutch participants than among the American participants. 
In countries such as the United States, where individuals have to do more savings for retirement 
than in previous generations, conscientiousness may be a more important predictor of 
preparedness for retirement. Within the United States, studies have found that ethnic minorities 
are less likely that Whites to complete advance directives (Baker, 2002) or discuss what kind of 
medical treatment they want at the end of their lives (CHCF, 2012). There could be a variety of 
reasons for these differences—cultural differences, differences in education or income, lack of 
trust in the U.S. health care system, and so on. Studying individual differences in preparedness 
for retirement or EOL within minority groups, alongside the aforementioned factors, could lead 
to greater understanding of who is more or less prepared. 
 Future studies might look at the facets of conscientiousness and predicting preparedness 
for retirement and EOL. By looking specifically at the facets, this may lead to greater 
understanding of why conscientious people are able to save and plan for events far in the future. 
For example, the Chernyshenko Conscientiousness Scale (CCS) (Hill & Roberts, 2011) measures 




industriousness—which may contribute differentially to planning for retirement or EOL. 
 The current studies also suggest possible areas for future replication research. It appears 
that conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain interacted to predict assets/net 
worth, but it is unclear what this relationship looks like. More research about the relationship 
between these two variables could help clarify how they influence one another—whether there is 
a consistent interaction, or if there was an additional, untested moderator that influenced the 
differences between the HRS and WLS. Additionally, interactions were found between 
conscientiousness and the other Big Five personality traits, but not in both data sets. Further 
studies could also help clarify these relationships, e.g., whether low conscientiousness and high 
agreeableness or high conscientiousness and high neuroticism are beneficial combinations of 
traits in this area of study.    
Conclusion 
 These studies have provided more insight into the relationship between conscientiousness 
and preparedness for retirement and EOL. Conscientiousness was found to be a small, positive 
predictor of preparedness and interacted with variables such as financial strain and other 
personality traits to predict preparedness. The results have raised additional questions about the 
influences of these experiences and traits on these important outcomes, and future research will 









Descriptive Statistics for the Health and Retirement Study 
 
Variable M (SD) 
Conscientiousness 3.36 (0.50) 
Agreeableness 3.49 (0.51) 
Extraversion 3.17 (0.58) 
Neuroticism 2.01 (0.62) 
Openness 2.91 (0.58) 
Family SES 1.78 (0.58) 
Family Move 18.10% 
Family Help 16.30% 
Father Job 20.70% 
Financial Control 7.22 (2.64 
Financial Satisfaction 3.32 (1.14) 
Household Income Satisfaction 3.25 (1.17) 
Pay Bills 3.97 (1.04) 
Financial Strain 3.24 (0.97) 
Total IRA $200,208.19 ($305,303.19) 
Total Assets $433,545.54 ($909,878.92) 




Living Will 48.6% 





Table 2  
 
Correlations for the Health and Retirement Study 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
1 -                     
2 .48 -                    
3 .44 .58 -                   
4 -.29 -.16 -.28 -                  
5 .48 .46 .57 -.24 -                 
6 -.08 -.04 -.07 .04 -.12 -                
7 -.04 -.02 -.03 .05 -.03 .31 -               
8 -.02 .01 -.01 .06 .01 .28 .39 -              
9 -.02 -.00 -.02 .04 -.01 .29 .32 .32 -             
10 -.25 -.15 -.25 .28 -.17 .03 .04 .06 .02 -            
11 -.17 -.08 -.18 .26 -.12 .07 .07 .09 .05 .43 -           
12 -.17 -.07 -.18 .27 -.12 .07 .08 .10 .04 .45 .88 -          
13 -.17 -.05 -.11 .24 -.09 .06 .07 .09 .04 .41 .65 .65 -         
14 -.12 .00 -.10 .26 -.04 .04 .07 .10 .04 .41 .65 .67 .71 -        
15 .10 .01 .05 -.06 .11 -.07 -.05 -.04 -.02 -.09 -.21 -.21 -.19 -.16 -       
16 .09 .00 .05 -.05 .10 -.10 -.05 -.05 -.04 -.12 -.28 -.28 -.26 -.22 .46 -      
17 .11 .02 .07 -.05 .12 -.10 -.05 -.02 -.04 -.08 -.19 -.19 -.17 -.12 .15 .47 -     
18 .09 .04 .04 -.09 .05 -.07 -.05 -.05 -.01 -.11 -.29 -.30 -.31 -.26 .15 .25 .13 -    
19 .12 .11 .07 -.03 .11 -.07 -.00 .00 .00 -.02 -.08 -.08 -.09 -.03 .10 .10 .10 .27 -   
20 .07 .04 .04 -.02 .06 -.05 .00 .01 .01 -.03 -.14 -.15 -.15 -.11 .07 .14 .06 .44 .42 -  
21 .09 .06 .05 -.03 .08 -.08 -.01 .00 .00 -.04 -.14 -.14 -.15 -.10 .09 .15 .08 .49 .46 .68 - 
22 .11 .08 .06 -.04 .10 -.09 -.01 .01 .01 -.05 -.19 -.19 -.20 -.14 .10 .18 .11 .71 .70 .80 .83 
 
1 = conscientiousness, 2 = agreeableness, 3 = extraversion, 4 = neuroticism, 5 = openness, 6 = family SES, 7 = family move, 8 = 
family help, 9 = father job, 10 = financial control, 11 = financial satisfaction, 12 = household income satisfaction, 13 = pay bills, 14 = 
financial strain, 15 = total IRA amount, 16 = total assets, 17 = household income, 18 = will, 19 = discussions, 20 = durable power of 




Table 3  
 






[90% CI] CFI TLI 
Model with PAFS      
IRA Amount 3978.01 25 .10 [.10, .11] 0.93 0.90 
Assets 4070.29 25 .10 [.10, .11] 0.93 0.90 
Income 4178.52 25 .11 [.10, .11] 0.93 0.89 
EOL Planning 1617.49 25 .07 [.06, .07] 0.92 0.88 
      
Model with PCFS      
IRA Amount 113.75 18 .02 [.01, .02] 1.00 0.99 
Assets 138.55 18 .02 [.02, .02] 0.99 0.99 
Income 199.69 18 .02 [.02, .03] 0.99 0.99 
EOL Planning 152.38 18 .02 [.02, .02] 0.99 0.99 
      
Model with Agreeableness      
IRA Amount 1216.09 12 .08 [.08, .09] 0.95 0.91 
Assets 1262.00 12 .08 [.08, .09] 0.95 0.91 
Income 1277.84 12 .08 [.08, .09] 0.95 0.91 
EOL Planning 1154.31 12 .08 [.08, .08] 0.93 0.87 
      
Model with Extraversion      
IRA Amount 992.25 12 .07 [.07, .08] 0.96 0.92 
Assets 1145.87 12 .08 [.08, .08] 0.95 0.91 
Income 1113.52 12 .08 [.08, .08] 0.95 0.91 
EOL Planning 1030.21 12 .08 [.07, .08] 0.93 0.88 
      
Model with Neuroticism      
IRA Amount 2102.19 18 .09 [.09, .09] 0.90 0.85 
Assets 2102.19 18 .09 [.09, .09] 0.90 0.85 
Income 2183.95 18 .09 [.09, .09] 0.90 0.84 
EOL Planning 2696.29 18 .10 [.10, .10] 0.81 0.71 
      
Model with Openness      
IRA Amount 411.60 12 .05 [.04, .05] 0.98 0.97 
Assets 432.16 12 .05 [.05, .05] 0.98 0.97 
Income 482.31 12 .05 [.05, .06] 0.98 0.96 
EOL Planning 549.22 12 .06 [.05, .06] 0.96 0.94 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = 
confidence interval; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis index; PAFS = perceived 
adulthood financial strain; PCFS = perceived childhood financial strain; IRA = individual 













[90% CI] CFI TLI 
Model with PAFS 
IRA Amount 1019.63 24 .05 [.05, .06] 0.98 0.97 
Assets 1208.60 24 .06 [.06, .06] 0.98 0.97 
Income 1178.28 24 .06 [.05, .06] 0.98 0.97 
EOL Planning 1368.02 24 .06 [.06, .06] 0.93 0.89 
      
Model with Neuroticism 
IRA Amount 1022.70 16 .07 [.06, .07] 0.95 0.92 
Assets 1069.58 16 .07 [.06, .07] 0.95 0.91 
Income 1179.91 16 .07 [.07, .07] 0.95 0.90 
EOL Planning 1294.68 16 .07 [.07, .08] 0.91 0.84 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = 
confidence interval; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis index; PAFS = perceived 






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Perceived Adulthood Financial Strain as a Predictor in the Health and Retirement Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
IRA Amount          
Consc 0.28 0.08 0.07  [0.02, 0.11]  0.30 0.08 0.07  [0.02, 0.13] 
PAFS -0.37 0.02 -0.31  [-0.36, -0.27]  -0.37 0.02 -0.31 [-0.36, -0.27] 
Consc X PAFS      0.06 0.07 0.02  [-0.04, 0.08] 
Loglikelihood -118049.98  -118049.54 
-2LL 0.98      
          
Assets          
Consc 0.00  0.00 0.00  [-0.02, 0.04]  0.32  0.04 0.35  [0.21, 0.49] 
PAFS -0.03  0.00 -0.32  [-0.34, -0.30]  -0.03  0.00 -0.45  [-0.51, -0.40] 
Consc X PAFS      -0.32  0.01 -0.62  [-0.67, -0.57] 
Loglikelihood -100705.60  -99270.38 
-2LL 95.58      
          
Household Income          
Consc 0.13 0.05 0.03  [-0.00, 0.07]  1.04  1.59 0.17  [-0.39, 0.73] 
PAFS -0.21 0.01 -0.18  [-0.21, -0.15]  -0.15  0.01 -0.19  [-0.32, -0.05] 
Consc X PAFS      2.67  0.67 0.69  [0.43, 0.96] 
Loglikelihood -130516.63  -129062.99 
-2LL 7.50      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.46 0.09 0.09  [0.04, 0.13]  0.46 0.09 0.09  [0.04, 0.13] 
PAFS -0.19 0.03 -0.12  [-0.16, -0.08]  -0.19 0.03 -0.12  [-0.16, -0.08] 
Consc X PAFS      -0.05 0.07 -0.01  [-0.06, 0.03] 
Loglikelihood -116643.24  -116642.97 
-2LL 0.10      
Note. CI = confidence interval; IRA = individual retirement accounts; Consc = conscientiousness; PAFS = perceived adulthood 






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Perceived Childhood Financial Strain as a Predictor in the Health and Retirement Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
IRA Amount          
Consc 0.57 0.08 0.14  [0.09, 0.19]  0.57 0.08 0.14  [0.09, 0.19] 
PCFS -0.04 0.02 -0.04  [-0.09, 0.01]  -0.04 0.02 -0.04  [-0.09, 0.01] 
Consc X PCFS      -0.05 0.06 -0.02  [-0.08, 0.04] 
Loglikelihood -64330.33  -64330.05 
-2LL 0.56      
          
Assets          
Consc 0.03 0.00 0.08  [0.06, 0.11]  0.03 0.01 0.10  [0.06, 0.13] 
PCFS -0.03 0.01 -0.07  [-0.09, -0.04]  -0.03 0.01 -0.08  [-0.12, -0.04] 
Consc X PCFS      -0.06 0.03 -0.05  [-0.12, 0.02] 
Loglikelihood -46676.26  -46670.95 
-2LL 10.62      
          
Household Income          
Consc 0.33 0.05 0.08  [0.05, 0.11]  0.33  0.06 0.08  [0.04, 0.12] 
PCFS -0.01 0.01 -0.01  [-0.04, 0.03]  -0.00  0.03 -0.00  [-0.08, 0.07] 
Consc X PCFS      -0.03  0.15 -0.01  [-0.15, 0.13] 
Loglikelihood -76829.19  -76829.08 
-2LL 0.22      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.60 0.09 0.11  [0.07, 0.15]  0.61  0.09 0.11  [0.07, 0.15] 
PCFS 0.02 0.02 0.01  [-0.03, 0.06]  0.02  0.02 0.01  [-0.03, 0.06] 
Consc X PCFS      -0.07  0.06 -0.02  [-0.08, 0.04] 
Loglikelihood -62814.45  -62813.99 
-2LL 0.92      
Note. CI = confidence interval; IRA = individual retirement accounts; Consc = conscientiousness; PCFS = perceived childhood 






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Agreeableness as a Predictor in the Health and Retirement Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
IRA Amount          
Consc 0.97 0.13 0.21  [0.14, 0.29]  1.00  0.14 0.22  [0.14, 0.30] 
Agree -0.43 0.10 -0.12  [-0.18, -0.05]  -0.42  0.02 -0.11  [-0.18, -0.05] 
Consc X Agree      0.20  0.16 0.02  [-0.02, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -68304.72  -68303.93 
-2LL 1.58      
          
Assets          
Consc 0.07 0.01 0.19  [0.14, 0.24]  0.07  0.01 0.19  [0.14, 0.23] 
Agree -0.04 0.01 -0.15  [-0.19, -0.10]  -0.04  0.01 -0.15  [-0.20, -0.10] 
Consc X Agree      -0.01  0.01 -0.01  [-0.03, 0.01] 
Loglikelihood -51292.53  -51292.28 
-2LL 0.50      
          
Household Income          
Consc 0.62  0.09 0.14  [0.09, 0.19]  0.61  0.09 0.14  [0.09, 0.18] 
Agree -0.28 0.06 -0.08  [-0.12, -0.03]  -0.28 0.06 -0.08  [-0.12, -0.03] 
Consc X Agree      -0.05 0.12 -0.01  [-0.04, 0.03] 
Loglikelihood -80793.27  -80793.10 
-2LL 0.34      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.62 0.13 0.11  [0.05, 0.16]  0.64 0.13 0.11  [0.05, 0.16] 
Agree -0.12 0.10 -0.02  [-0.08, 0.03]  -0.10 0.12 -0.02  [-0.08, 0.03] 
Consc X Agree      0.09 0.13 0.01  [-0.02, 0.03] 
Loglikelihood -70031.09  -70030.86 
-2LL 0.46      







Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Extraversion as a Predictor in the Health and Retirement Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
IRA Amount          
Consc 0.70 0.11 0.15  [0.09, 0.22]  0.73 0.12 0.16  [0.09, 0.23] 
Extra -0.07 0.07 -0.02  [-0.08, 0.04]  -0.08 0.07 -0.03  [-0.09, 0.03] 
Consc X Extra      0.14 0.14 0.02  [-0.03, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -71780.63  -71780.14 
-2LL 0.98      
          
Assets          
Consc 0.04 0.01 0.10  [0.06, 0.14]  0.04  0.01 0.12  [0.07, 0.16] 
Extra -0.00 0.00 -0.01  [-0.05, 0.02]  -0.00  0.00 -0.01  [-0.05, 0.03] 
Consc X Extra      0.02  0.01 0.03  [0.00, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -54788.72  -54784.21 
-2LL 9.02      
          
Household Income          
Consc 0.46 0.08 0.10  [0.06, 0.15]  0.46  0.08 0.10  [0.06, 0.15] 
Extra -0.08 0.04 -0.03  [-0.06, 0.01]  -0.08 0.04 -0.03  [-0.06, 0.01] 
Consc X Extra      0.01 0.09 0.00  [-0.03, 0.03] 
Loglikelihood -84271.92  -84271.91 
-2LL 0.02      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.57 0.11 0.10  [0.05, 0.15]  0.57  0.11 0.10  [0.05, 0.15] 
Extra -0.03 0.07 -0.01  [-0.05, 0.04]  -0.03  0.07 -0.01  [-0.05, 0.04] 
Consc X Extra      0.00  0.12 0.00  [-0.03, 0.03] 
Loglikelihood -73503.97  -73503.97 
-2LL 0.00      







Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Neuroticism as a Predictor in the Health and Retirement Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
IRA Amount          
Consc 0.63 0.08 0.16  [0.11, 0.21]  0.64  0.08 0.16  [0.11, 0.22] 
Neur 0.11 0.04 0.04  [0.00, 0.09]  0.12  0.04 0.04  [0.00, 0.09] 
Consc X Neur      -0.06  0.11 -0.01  [-0.05, 0.03] 
Loglikelihood -94354.98  -94354.84 
-2LL 0.28      
          
Assets          
Consc 0.03 0.00 0.10  [0.07, 0.13]  0.03  0.00 0.10  [0.07, 0.13] 
Neur 0.00  0.00 0.02  [-0.01, 0.05]  0.00 0.00 0.02  [-0.01, 0.05] 
Consc X Neur      -0.00 0.01 -0.01  [-0.03, 0.02] 
Loglikelihood -77368.16  -77367.89 
-2LL 0.54      
          
Household Income          
Consc 0.32 0.06 0.08  [0.04, 0.12]  0.06  0.10 0.02  [-0.06, 0.09] 
Neur -0.01 0.03 -0.00  [-0.04, 0.03]  -0.23  0.32 -0.06  [-0.30, 0.18] 
Consc X Neur      7.81  0.11 0.73  [0.68, 0.77] 
Loglikelihood -106849.86  -103601.94 
-2LL 6495.84      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.58 0.08 0.11  [0.08, 0.15]  0.59 0.08 0.12  [0.08, 0.15] 
Neur 0.15 0.05 0.05  [0.01, 0.08]  0.15 0.05 0.04  [0.01, 0.08] 
Consc X Neur      -0.15 0.10 -0.02  [-0.05, 0.01] 
Loglikelihood -96078.43  -96077.34 
-2LL 2.18      







Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Openness as a Predictor in the Health and Retirement Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
IRA Amount          
Consc 0.69 0.12 0.16  [0.09, 0.23]  0.69  0.12 0.16  [0.09, 0.23] 
Open -0.09 0.08 -0.03  [-0.10, 0.04]  -0.09 0.08 -0.03  [-0.10, 0.04] 
Consc X Open      -0.00 0.14 -0.00  [-0.04, 0.04] 
Loglikelihood  -71275.05  -71275.06 
-2LL       
          
Assets          
Consc 0.03 0.01 0.08  [0.04, 0.12]  0.03  0.01 0.10  [0.05, 0.14] 
Open 0.01 0.00 0.02  [-0.01, 0.06]  0.01  0.00 0.02  [-0.02, 0.06] 
Consc X Open      0.02  0.02 0.03  [-0.01, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -56907.33  -56904.02 
-2LL 6.62      
          
Household Income          
Consc 0.46 0.08 0.11  [0.06, 0.15]  0.41 0.08 0.10  [0.05, 0.15] 
Open -0.11 0.05 -0.04  [-0.08, 0.01]  -0.09 0.05 -0.03  [-0.08, 0.02] 
Consc X Open      -0.15 0.15 -0.02  [-0.07, 0.03] 
Loglikelihood -86396.98  -86395.43 
-2LL 3.10      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.60 0.11 0.11  [0.06, 0.16]  0.58  0.11 0.10  [0.05, 0.16] 
Open -0.09 0.07 -0.02  [-0.07, 0.03]  -0.08  0.07 -0.02  [-0.07, 0.03] 
Consc X Open      -0.07  0.12 -0.01  [-0.04, 0.02] 
Loglikelihood -75628.63  -75628.45 
-2LL 0.36      






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses by Cohort with Perceived Adulthood Financial Strain as a Predictor in the Health and 
Retirement Study 
 
 AHEAD  CODA 
 Model 0  Model 1  Model 0  Model 1 
 β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI] 
IRA Amount            
Consc -0.01 [-0.26, 0.25]  -0.01 [-0.26, 0.25]  0.07 [-0.12, 0.25]  0.07 [-0.12, 0.25] 
PAFS -0.36 [-0.58, -0.15]  -0.36 [-0.58, -0.15]  -0.12 [-0.29, 0.06]  -0.12 [-0.30, 0.06] 
Consc X PAFS    0.01 [-0.21, 0.23]     0.00 [-0.15, 0.15] 
            
Assets            
Consc -0.03 [-0.16, 0.09]  -0.10 [-0.34, 0.15]  0.02 [-0.13, 0.16]  0.02 [-0.12, 0.17] 
PAFS -0.24 [-0.42, -0.06]  -0.38 [-0.52, -0.24]  -0.26 [-0.43, -0.08]  -0.26 [-0.44, -0.09] 
Consc X PAFS    -0.65 [-1.11, -0.20]     -0.03 [-0.13, 0.06] 
            
Household Income            
Consc 0.04 [-0.13, 0.21]  0.07 [-0.48, 0.61]  0.02 [-0.07, 0.11]  0.01 [-0.11, 0.13] 
PAFS -0.14 [-0.26, -0.02]  -0.15 [-0.58, 0.27]  -0.14 [-0.24, -0.04]  -0.15 [-0.25, -0.05] 
Consc X PAFS    0.19 [-1.85, 2.22]     -0.04 [-0.20, 0.12] 
            
EOL Planning            
Consc 0.04 [-0.15, 0.22]  0.04 [-0.15, 0.22]  0.10 [-0.08, 0.28]  0.11 [-0.07, 0.30] 
PAFS -0.17 [-0.34, -0.01]  -0.18 [-0.34, -0.01]  -0.07 [-0.22, 0.09]  -0.08 [-0.23, 0.07] 





Table 11 (cont.) 
 
 HRS  War Babies 
 Model 0  Model 1  Model 0  Model 1 
 β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI] 
IRA Amount            
Consc 0.08 [0.01, 0.15]  0.08 [0.01, 0.16]  -0.05 [-0.17, 0.08]  -0.05 [-0.19, 0.09] 
PAFS -0.30 [-0.37, -0.23]  -0.30 [-0.37, -0.23]  -0.29 [-0.42, -0.16]  -0.25 [-0.36, -0.14] 
Consc X PAFS    0.01 [-0.09, 0.10]     -0.03 [-0.17, 0.11] 
 
Assets            
Consc -0.00 [-0.04, 0.04]  0.01 [0.00, 0.02]  -0.08 [-0.14, -0.02]  -0.02 [-0.14, 0.10] 
PAFS -0.24 [-0.39, -0.09]  -0.25 [-0.30, -0.21]  -0.34 [-0.45, -0.22]  -0.46 [-0.51, -0.40] 
Consc X PAFS    -0.02 [-0.03, -0.01]     -0.45 [-0.83, -0.08] 
            
Household Income            
Consc 0.06 [-0.03, 0.07]  0.02 [-0.03, 0.07]  0.08 [-0.03, 0.20]  0.13 [-0.04, 0.30] 
PAFS -0.17 [-0.24, -0.14]  -0.19 [-0.25, -0.14]  -0.20 [-0.29, -0.10]  -0.20 [-0.31, -0.10] 
Consc X PAFS    -0.03 [-0.10, 0.04]     0.56 [0.32, 0.79] 
            
EOL Planning            
Consc 0.09 [0.04, 0.15]  0.02 [-0.03, 0.07]  0.08 [-0.03, 0.20]  0.13 [-0.04, 0.30] 
PAFS -0.11 [-0.16, -0.07]  -0.19 [-0.25, -0.14]  -0.20 [-0.29, -0.10]  -0.20 [-0.31, -0.10] 





Table 11 (cont.) 
 
 Early Baby Boomers  Mid Baby Boomers 
 Model 0  Model 1  Model 0  Model 1 
 β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI] 
IRA Amount            
Consc 0.12 [0.01, 0.23]  0.13 [0.02, 0.25]  0.04 [-0.09, 0.17]  0.05 [-0.09, 0.19] 
PAFS -0.33 [-0.44, -0.23]  -0.33 [-0.44, -0.23]  -0.27 [-0.38, -0.15]  -0.27 [-0.38, -0.16] 
Consc X PAFS    0.04 [-0.05, 0.13]     0.06 [-0.08, 0.21] 
            
Assets            
Consc -0.03 [-0.09, 0.03]  0.10 [-0.01, 0.21]  0.00 [-0.06, 0.06]  -0.06 [-0.36, 0.22] 
PAFS -0.31 [-0.43, -0.19]  -0.44 [-0.49, -0.39]  -0.38 [-0.43, -0.34]  -0.31 [-0.35, -0.27] 
Consc X PAFS    -0.57 [-0.98, -0.16]     -0.35 [-0.65, -0.06] 
            
Household Income            
Consc 0.06 [-0.02, 0.15]  0.09 [-0.03, 0.21]  -0.00 [-0.08, 0.08]  -0.00 [-0.08, 0.08] 
PAFS -0.17 [-0.25, -0.10]  -0.19 [-0.25, -0.13]  -0.18 [-0.26, -0.12]  -0.19 [-0.26, -0.12] 
Consc X PAFS    0.13 [-0.21, 0.47]     -0.01 [-0.08, 0.07] 
            
EOL Planning            
Consc 0.04 [-0.17, 0.25]  0.04 [-0.17, 0.25]       
PAFS -0.21 [-0.43, 0.01]  -0.20 [-0.43, 0.02]       
Consc X PAFS    0.07 [-0.19, 0.34]       





Table 12  
 
Results for Latent Moderation Analyses by Cohort with Perceived Childhood Financial Strain as a Predictor in the Health and 
Retirement Study 
 
 AHEAD  CODA 
 Model 0  Model 1  Model 0  Model 1 
 β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI] 
IRA Amount            
Consc 0.07 [-0.18, 0.32]  0.07 [-0.17, 0.32]  0.10 [-0.09, 0.29]  0.11 [-0.09, 0.30] 
PCFS -0.19 [-0.48, 0.10]  -0.19 [-0.49, 0.11]  0.06 [-0.14, 0.25]  0.05 [-0.14, 0.25] 
Consc X PCFS    -0.03 [-0.42, 0.36]     -0.09 [-0.26, 0.09] 
 
Assets            
Consc 0.01 [-0.14, 0.16]  0.06 [-0.10, 0.22]  0.07 [-0.09, 0.23]  0.05 [-0.10, 0.21] 
PCFS 0.01 [-0.14, 0.15]  0.12 [-0.05, 0.29]  0.02 [-0.13, 0.16]  0.03 [-0.13, 0.18] 
Consc X PCFS    0.66 [-0.17, 1.15]     0.44 [0.06, 0.81] 
            
Household Income            
Consc 0.07 [-0.10, 0.24]  0.11 [-0.08, 0.29]  0.05 [-0.04, 0.14]  0.05 [-0.05, 0.14] 
PCFS -0.01 [-0.13, 0.10]  -0.07 [-0.36, 0.21]  -0.05 [-0.15, 0.04]  -0.05 [-0.15, 0.04] 
Consc X PCFS    -0.77 [-1.08, -0.47]     0.00 [-0.08, 0.08] 
            
EOL Planning            
Consc 0.07  [-0.11, 0.25]  0.07  [-0.11, 0.24]  0.12 [-0.31, 1.44]  0.11 [-0.07, 0.29] 
PCFS 0.01  [-0.21, 0.23]  0.02  [-0.21, 0.24]  0.11  [-0.20, 0.55]  0.11  [-0.10, 0.33] 





Table 12 (cont.) 
 
 HRS  War Babies 
 Model 0  Model 1  Model 0  Model 1 
 β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI] 
IRA Amount            
Consc 0.14 [0.08, 0.21]  0.14 [0.08, 0.21]  0.02 [-0.10, 0.14]  0.02 [-0.40, 0.57] 
PCFS -0.04 [-0.11, 0.03]  -0.04 [-0.12, 0.03]  0.00  [-0.14, 0.14]  0.01 [-0.15, 0.16] 
Consc X PCFS    -0.02 [-0.11, 0.07]     -0.04 [-0.56, 0.35] 
 
Assets            
Consc 0.06 [0.00, 0.12]  0.05 [0.03, 0.08]  0.03 [-0.05, 0.10]  0.00 [-0.11, 0.12] 
PCFS -0.06 [-0.11, -0.00]  -0.06 [-0.08, -0.04]  -0.02 [-0.16, 0.13]  -0.05 [-0.18, 0.08] 
Consc X PCFS    0.00 [0.00, 0.01]     0.45 [0.02, 0.88] 
            
Household Income            
Consc 0.07 [0.02, 0.11]  0.07 [0.02, 0.11]  0.14 [0.03, 0.26]  0.15 [0.05, 0.26] 
PCFS -0.01 [-0.06, 0.04]  -0.01 [-0.08, 0.06]  -0.02 [-0.10, 0.05]  0.08 [-0.05, 0.20] 
Consc X PCFS    -0.00 [-0.11, 0.11]     -0.61 [-0.90, -0.33] 
            
EOL Planning            
Consc 0.12  [0.06, 0.17]  0.12  [0.06, 0.17]  0.14  [0.03, 0.25]  0.15  [0.03, 0.26] 
PCFS -0.02  [-0.08, 0.04]  -0.02  [-0.08, 0.04]  0.13  [0.01, 0.24]  0.12  [0.00, 0.24] 





Table 12 (cont.) 
 
 Early Baby Boomers  Mid Baby Boomers 
 Model 0  Model 1  Model 0  Model 1 
 β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI]  β [99% CI] 
IRA Amount            
Consc 0.21 [0.10, 0.32]  0.21 [0.10, 0.32]  0.12 [-0.01, 0.25]  0.11 [-0.03, 0.24] 
PCFS -0.06 [-0.18, 0.06]  -0.07 [-0.19, 0.05]  -0.05 [-0.18, 0.07]  -0.04 [-0.18, 0.11] 
Consc X PCFS    0.04 [-0.11, 0.19]     -0.07 [-0.27, 0.13] 
 
Assets            
Consc 0.06 [-0.02, 0.15]  -0.02 [-0.23, 0.20]  0.05 [-0.04, 0.14]  0.22 [0.12, 0.33] 
PCFS -0.10 [-0.16, -0.03]  -0.26 [-0.35. -0.15]  -0.04 [-0.10, 0.02]  -0.23 [-0.34, -0.11] 
Consc X PCFS    -0.34 [-0.43, -0.24]     -0.37 [-0.67, -0.06] 
            
Household Income            
Consc 0.14 [0.07, 0.21]  0.21 [0.08, 0.33]  0.06 [-0.02, 0.13]  0.06 [-0.02, 0.13] 
PCFS 0.04 [-0.04, 0.11]  0.06 [-0.04, 0.16]  -0.01 [-0.07, 0.05]  -0.01 [-0.08, 0.06] 
Consc X PCFS    -0.77 [-0.85, -0.69]     0.03 [-0.08, 0.14] 
            
EOL Planning            
Consc 0.09  [-0.11, 0.29]  0.09  [-0.10, 0.28]       
PCFS -0.01  [-0.22, 0.19]  -0.00  [-0.22, 0.21]       
Consc X PCFS    0.10  [-0.12, 0.31]       









Descriptive Statistics for the 2003 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study  
 
Variable M (SD) 
Conscientiousness 4.79 (0.70) 
Agreeableness 4.79 (0.72) 
Extraversion 3.79 (0.87) 
Neuroticism 3.03 (0.92) 
Openness 3.55 (0.77) 
Perception of Family SES 2.85 (0.58) 
Perception of Parental Support for College 2.85 (0.67) 
Amount of Parental Support for College 3.15 (1.26) 
Socioeconomic Status Score 82.02 (11.03) 
Financial Satisfaction 2.19 (0.93) 
Able to Pay Bills 1.50 (0.89) 
Ever Go Into Debt or Suffer Financial Loss 1.16 (0.37) 
Retirement Accounts $263,983.29 ($367,072.83) 
Net Worth $647,651.65 ($1,235,206.22) 
Personal Income $40,771.77 ($60,802.73) 
Will 75.40% 
Discuss Plans 73.50% 
Durable Power of Attorney for Health Care 52.30% 
Living Will 54.80% 








Correlations for the 2003 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
1 -                   
2 .38 -                  
3 .27 .22 -                 
4 -.32 -.31 -.26 -                
5 .15 .12 .29 -.30 -               
6 -.04 .02 -.06 .05 -.09 -              
7 -.03 -.01 -.06 .02 -.07 .47 -             
8 -.02 .03 -.04 .03 -.07 .41 .61 -            
9 .01 .02 -.09 .08 -.22 .34 .34 .34 -           
10 -.12 -.07 -.10 .13 -.04 .05 .05 .06 .05 -          
11 -.12 -.05 -.07 .14 -.06 .05 .06 .05 .08 .50 -         
12 -.06 -.08 .01 .00 .08 .01 .02 .01 -.02 .20 .20 -        
13 .02 -.04 .07 -.07 .15 -.12 -.12 -.14 -.21 -.26 -.18 -.04 -       
14 .03 -.03 .07 -.07 .12 -.13 -.13 -.13 -.19 -.21 -.16 -.02 .63 -      
15 .04 -.07 .04 -.11 .13 -.10 -.07 -.09 -.15 -.14 -.13 .06 .40 .53 -     
16 .10 .05 .04 -.05 .03 -.06 -.06 -.07 -.09 -.13 -.15 -.10 .16 .14 .07 -    
17 .07 .06 .09 -.04 .10 -.04 -.03 -.04 -.08 -.09 -.05 -.01 .10 .05 .05 .23 -   
18 .07 .04 .06 -.04 .06 -.07 -.06 -.08 -.09 -.10 -.07 -.05 .15 .13 .08 .36 .40 -  
19 .09 .06 .06 -.06 .06 -.06 -.07 -.09 -.09 -.11 -.08 -.04 .14 .14 .09 .42 .39 .73 - 
20 .10 .07 .09 -.06 .08 -.08 -.07 -.09 -.11 -.14 -.11 -.06 .18 .16 .10 .65 .64 .84 .89 
Note. 1 = conscientiousness; 2 = agreeableness; 3 = extraversion, 4 = neuroticism, 5 = openness; 6 = perception of family economic 
status; 7 = perception of parental support for college; 8 = amount of parental support for college; 9 = SES score; 10 = financial 
satisfaction; 11 = able to pay bills; 12 = ever gone into debt or suffered financial loss; 13 = retirement accounts; 14 = net worth; 15 = 
















[90% CI] CFI TLI 
Model with PAFS 
Retirement Accounts 55.84 12 .02 [.02, .03] 0.99 0.99 
Net Worth 54.64 12 .02 [.02, .03] 0.99 0.99 
Personal Income 101.26 12 .03 [.03, .04] 0.98 0.97 
EOL Planning 46.76 12 .02 [.01, .03] 0.99 0.99 
      
Model with PCFS      
Retirement Accounts 258.86 18 .04 [.03, .04] 0.98 0.97 
Net Worth 260.78 18 .04 [.03, .04] 0.98 0.97 
Personal Income 201.85 18 .03 [.03, .04] 0.98 0.97 
EOL Planning 147.88 18 .03 [.02, .03] 0.99 0.98 
      
Model with Agreeableness      
Retirement Accounts 672.91 12 .09 [.08, .09] 0.92 0.86 
Net Worth 673.95 12 .09 [.08, .09] 0.92 0.86 
Personal Income 659.92 12 .08 [.08, .09] 0.92 0.86 
EOL Planning 917.53 12 .10 [.10, .11] 0.88 0.79 
      
Model with Extraversion      
Retirement Accounts 925.07 12 .10 [.10, .11] 0.92 0.86 
Net Worth 919.37 12 .10 [.09, .11] 0.92 0.86 
Personal Income 873.59 12 .10 [.09, .10] 0.92 0.86 
EOL Planning 1002.25 12 .11 [.10, .11] 0.87 0.77 
      
Model with Neuroticism      
Retirement Accounts 247.52 12 .05 [.05, .06] 0.97 0.95 
Net Worth 257.28 12 .05 [.05, .06] 0.97 0.95 
Personal Income 237.73 12 .05 [.04, .06] 0.98 0.96 
EOL Planning 294.62 12 .06 [.05, .06] 0.96 0.92 
      
Model with Openness      
Retirement Accounts 468.12 12 .07 [.07, .08] 0.94 0.89 
Net Worth 476.85 12 .07 [.07, .08] 0.94 0.89 
Personal Income 471.34 12 .07 [.07, .08] 0.94 0.89 
EOL Planning 640.64 12 .08 [.08, .09] 0.90 0.82 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = 
confidence interval; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis index; PAFS = perceived 












[90% CI] CFI TLI 
Model with Agreeableness      
IRAs 280.57 11 .06 [.05, .07] 0.97 0.94 
Net worth 280.62 11 .06 [.05, .06] 0.97 0.94 
Personal income 268.13 11 .06 [.05, .06] 0.97 0.94 
EOL planning 234.63 11 .05 [.05, .06] 0.97 0.94 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = 






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Perceived Adulthood Financial Strain as a Predictor in the 2003 Wave of the Wisconsin 
Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc -0.14 0.09 -0.03 [-0.08, 0.02]  -0.15 0.10 -0.03 [-0.09, 0.02] 
PAFS -0.85 0.05 -0.41 [-0.46, -0.35]  -0.86 0.05 -0.41 [-0.46, -0.35] 
Consc X PAFS      -0.05 0.18 -0.01 [-0.08, 0.07] 
Loglikelihood -49031.96  -49031.91 
-2LL 0.10      
          
Net Worth          
Consc -0.04  0.08 -0.01  [-0.05, 0.03]  0.41  0.10 0.08  [0.03, 0.13] 
PAFS -0.99  0.07 -0.36  [-0.40, -0.31]  -1.15 0.09 -0.39  [-0.45, -0.34] 
Consc X PAFS      6.42 0.46 0.68  [0.57, 0.78] 
Loglikelihood -56471.00  -55482.17 
-2LL 1977.00      
          
Personal Income          
Consc 0.21 0.24 0.02  [-0.03, 0.06]  0.22 0.24 0.02  [-0.03, 0.06] 
PAFS -0.04 0.11 -0.01  [-0.05, 0.03]  -0.05 0.11 -0.01  [-0.05, 0.03] 
Consc X PAFS      -0.18 0.43 -0.01  [-0.06, 0.05] 
Loglikelihood -63464.07  -63463.96 
-2LL 0.22      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.43 0.11 0.08  [0.03, 0.13]  0.43 0.11 0.08  [0.03, 0.12] 
PAFS -0.44 0.05 -0.16  [-0.21, -0.11]  -0.43 0.05 -0.16  [-0.21, -0.11] 
Consc X PAFS      0.12 0.19 0.02  [-0.04, 0.07] 
Loglikelihood -49817.46  -49817.21 
-2LL 0.50      






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Perceived Childhood Financial Strain as a Predictor in the 2003 Wave of the Wisconsin 
Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.19 0.09 0.04 [-0.01, 0.10]  0.19 0.09 0.04 [-0.01, 0.10] 
PCFS -0.38 0.08 -0.09 [-0.14, -0.04]  -0.39 0.09 -0.09 [-0.14, -0.04] 
Consc X PCFS      0.57 0.36 0.04 [-0.03, 0.12] 
Loglikelihood -76570.29  -76568.68 
-2LL 3.22      
          
Net Worth          
Consc 0.34 0.09 0.06  [0.02, 0.10]  0.35  0.09 0.06  [0.02, 0.11] 
PCFS -0.57 0.08 -0.11  [-0.15, -0.06]  -0.58  0.09 -0.11  [-0.15, -0.06] 
Consc X PCFS      0.37  0.55 0.02  [-0.06, 0.11] 
Loglikelihood -84124.92  -84124.34 
-2LL 1.16      
          
Personal Income          
Consc 0.24 0.23 0.02  [-0.03, 0.06]  0.25  0.23 0.02  [-0.03, 0.06] 
PCFS 0.21 0.20 0.02  [-0.02, 0.05]  0.22  0.20 0.02  [-0.02, 0.05] 
Consc X PCFS      -0.65  0.99 -0.02  [-0.08, 0.05] 
Loglikelihood -90831.10  -90830.79 
-2LL 0.62      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.59 0.11 0.11  [0.06, 0.15]  0.59  0.11 0.11  [0.06, 0.15] 
PCFS -0.46 0.10 -0.09  [-0.13, -0.04]  -0.46  0.10 -0.09  [-0.13, -0.04] 
Consc X PCFS      0.30  0.36 0.02  [-0.04, 0.07] 
Loglikelihood -77216.00  -77215.65 
-2LL 0.70      






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Agreeableness as a Predictor in the 2003 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.17 0.12 0.04 [-0.03, 0.11]  0.17 0.12 0.04 [-0.03, 0.11] 
Agree 0.03 0.05 0.01 [-0.05, 0.08]  0.03 0.05 0.02 [-0.05, 0.08] 
Consc X Agree      0.04 0.13 0.01 [-0.05, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -51246.73  -51246.69 
-2LL 0.08      
          
Net Worth          
Consc 0.32 0.11 0.07  [0.02, 0.12]  0.39 0.14 0.07  [0.01, 0.14] 
Agree -0.01 0.06 -0.00  [-0.06, 0.05]  -0.02 0.06 -0.01  [-0.07, 0.05] 
Consc X Agree      -4.78 0.68 -0.56  [-0.65, -0.47] 
Loglikelihood -58819.03  -58083.25 
-2LL 1471.56      
          
Personal Income          
Consc 0.22 0.29 0.02  [-0.04, 0.07]  0.20 0.28 0.02  [-0.04, 0.07] 
Agree 0.01 0.14 0.00  [-0.05, 0.06]  0.00 0.13 0.00  [-0.05, 0.05] 
Consc X Agree      -0.52 0.47 -0.03  [-0.09, 0.04] 
Loglikelihood -65497.51  -65496.49 
-2LL 2.04      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.56 0.13 0.10  [0.04, 0.16]  0.56 0.13 0.10  [0.04, 0.16] 
Agree 0.06 0.06 0.02  [-0.04, 0.08]  0.06 0.06 0.02  [-0.04, 0.08] 
Consc X Agree      -0.01 0.16 -0.00  [-0.05, 0.05] 
Loglikelihood -51720.90  -51720.90 
-2LL 0.00      






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Extraversion as a Predictor in the 2003 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.09 0.11 0.02 [-0.04, 0.08]  0.09 0.11 0.02 [-0.04, 0.08] 
Extra 0.11 0.04 0.06 [0.01, 0.12]  0.11 0.04 0.06 [0.01, 0.12] 
Consc X Extra      0.04 0.10 0.01 [-0.04, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -52543.34  -52543.28 
-2LL 0.12      
          
Net Worth          
Consc 0.20 0.10 0.04  [-0.01, 0.08]  0.31 0.17 0.06  [-0.02, 0.13] 
Extra 0.17 0.04 0.08  [0.03, 0.12]  0.33 0.04 0.15  [0.11, 0.19] 
Consc X Extra      -3.80 0.50 -0.54  [-0.64, -0.44] 
Loglikelihood -60107.81  -59729.59 
-2LL 756.44      
          
Personal Income          
Consc 0.11 0.25 0.01  [-0.04, 0.06]  0.11 0.25 0.01  [-0.04, 0.06] 
Extra 0.12 0.09 0.02  [-0.02, 0.06]  0.13 0.09 0.02  [-0.02, 0.06] 
Consc X Extra      -0.33 0.33 -0.02  [-0.07, 0.03] 
Loglikelihood -66798.24  -66797.53 
-2LL 1.42      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.49 0.12 0.09  [0.04, 0.14]  0.49 0.12 0.09  [0.04, 0.14] 
Extra 0.13 0.04 0.06  [0.01, 0.10]  0.13 0.04 0.06  [0.01, 0.10] 
Consc X Extra      0.00 0.11 0.00  [-0.04, 0.04] 
Loglikelihood -53188.17  -53188.17 
-2LL 0.00      






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Neuroticism as a Predictor in the 2003 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.15 0.11 0.03 [-0.03, 0.09]  0.15 0.11 0.03 [-0.03, 0.09] 
Neur -0.04 0.04 -0.02 [-0.08, 0.04]  -0.04 0.04 -0.02 [-0.08, 0.04] 
Consc X Neur      0.01 0.11 0.00 [-0.05, 0.05] 
Loglikelihood -55082.98  -55082.99 
-2LL -0.02      
          
Net Worth          
Consc 0.21 0.12 0.04  [-0.02, 0.09]  0.31 0.15 0.06  [-0.01, 0.12] 
Neur -0.11 0.05 -0.05  [-0.10, 0.01]  -0.25 0.04 -0.12  [-0.17, -0.07] 
Consc X Neur      3.84 0.42 0.54  [0.46, 0.63] 
Loglikelihood -62652.28  -62102.95 
-2LL 1098.66      
          
Personal Income          
Consc -0.31 0.29 -0.02  [-0.07, 0.03]  -0.31 0.29 -0.02  [-0.07, 0.03] 
Neur -0.45 0.10 -0.08  [-0.13, -0.03]  -0.45 0.10 -0.08  [-0.13, -0.03] 
Consc X Neur      -0.01 0.29 -0.00  [-0.04, 0.04] 
Loglikelihood -69323.04  -69323.04 
-2LL 0.00      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.56 0.13 0.09  [0.04, 0.15]  0.57 0.13 0.09  [0.04, 0.15] 
Neur -0.04 0.05 -0.02  [-0.07, 0.04]  -0.04 0.05 -0.02  [-0.07, 0.04] 
Consc X Neur      -0.11 0.13 -0.02  [-0.06, 0.03] 
Loglikelihood -55731.05  -55730.66 
-2LL 0.78      




Table 22  
 
Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Openness as a Predictor in the 2003 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.15 0.10 0.03 [-0.02, 0.09]  0.15 0.10 0.03 [-0.02, 0.09] 
Open 0.09 0.06 0.04 [-0.02, 0.10]  0.09 0.06 0.04 [-0.02, 0.10] 
Consc X Open      0.02 0.16 0.00 [-0.05, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -53517.41  -53517.41 
-2LL 0.00      
          
Net Worth          
Consc 0.27  0.10 0.05  [0.00, 0.09]  0.35 0.11 0.07  [0.01, 0.12] 
Open 0.17 0.06 0.06  [0.01, 0.10]  0.45 0.07 0.16  [0.10, 0.21] 
Consc X Open      -5.70 0.71 -0.61  [-0.72, -0.49] 
Loglikelihood -61086.28  -60362.19 
-2LL 1448.18      
          
Personal Income          
Consc -0.02 0.25 -0.00  [-0.05, 0.04]  -0.01 0.26 -0.00  [-0.05, 0.05] 
Open 0.55 0.14 0.07  [0.03, 0.12]  0.55 0.14 0.07  [0.03, 0.12] 
Consc X Open      -0.05 0.45 -0.00  [-0.05, 0.05] 
Loglikelihood -67760.77  -67760.76 
-2LL 0.02      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.58 0.11 0.10  [0.05, 0.15]  0.59 0.11 0.10  [0.05, 0.15] 
Open 0.04 0.06 0.01  [-0.04, 0.06]  0.04 0.06 0.01  [-0.04, 0.06] 
Consc X Open      -0.03 0.18 -0.00  [-0.05, 0.05] 
Loglikelihood -54166.51  -54166.49 
-2LL 0.04      




Table 23  
 
Descriptive Statistics for the 2011 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study  
 
Variable M (SD) 
Conscientiousness 4.74 (0.72) 
Agreeableness 4.80 (0.72) 
Extraversion 3.79 (0.88) 
Neuroticism 3.02 (0.93) 
Openness 3.45 (0.77) 
Perception of Family SES 3.15 (0.58) 
Perception of Parental Support for College 1.85 (0.67) 
Amount of Parental Support for College 2.85 (1.26) 
Socioeconomic Status Score 15.98 (11.03) 
Financial Satisfaction 2.22 (0.99) 
Able to Pay Bills 1.52 (0.90) 
Ever Go Into Debt or Suffer Financial Loss 1.21 (0.40) 
Retirement Accounts $289,131.87 ($404,889.85) 
Net Worth $649,888.25 ($1,247,232.63) 
Personal Income $29,849.01 ($44,617.50) 
Will 81.60% 
Discuss Plans 80.80% 
Durable Power of Attorney for Health Care 72.70% 
Living Will 69.10% 







Correlations for the 2011 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 
1 -                   
2 .37 -                  
3 .25 .23 -                 
4 -.34 -.32 -.23 -                
5 .11 .10 .24 -.25 -               
6 -.04 .02 -.06 .05 -.08 -              
7 -.03 -.01 -.07 .03 -.07 .47 -             
8 -.03 -.00 -.05 .03 -.08 .41 .61 -            
9 -.02 .00 -.08 .09 -.24 .34 .34 .34 -           
10 -.13 -.07 -.06 .13 -.01 .04 .06 .05 .03 -          
11 -.10 -.00 -.04 .11 -.01 .04 .05 .06 .06 .54 -         
12 -.06 -.05 .02 -.01 .08 -.01 .02 -.01 -.03 .25 .24 -        
13 .06 -.04 .04 -.08 .15 -.09 -.10 -.13 -.20 -.21 -.17 -.03 -       
14 .06 -.03 .06 -.09 .13 -.13 -.14 -.15 -.20 -.21 -.16 -.05 .63 -      
15 .05 -.05 .04 -.11 .12 -.10 -.09 -.10 -.16 -.11 -.11 .05 .52 .62 -     
16 .05 .01 .09 -.00 .04 -.05 -.04 -.06 -.06 -.14 -.13 -.09 .14 .13 .08 -    
17 .04 .04 .08 -.04 .08 -.00 -.03 -.03 -.06 -.05 -.04 .01 .06 .03 .01 .23 -   
18 .03 .03 .06 .01 .04 -.04 -.05 -.07 -.06 -.08 -.07 -.05 .13 .09 .06 .39 .41 -  
19 .03 .04 .06 -.01 .04 -.04 -.05 -.07 -.07 -.09 -.06 -.05 .12 .11 .06 .42 .40 .69 - 
20 .05 .04 .09 -.02 .06 -.04 -.06 -.08 -.08 -.12 -.10 -.06 .15 .12 .07 .66 .66 .84 .85 
Note. 1 = conscientiousness; 2 = agreeableness; 3 = extraversion, 4 = neuroticism, 5 = openness; 6 = perception of family economic 
status; 7 = perception of parental support for college; 8 = amount of parental support for college; 9 = SES score; 10 = financial 
satisfaction; 11 = able to pay bills; 12 = ever gone into debt or suffered financial loss; 13 = retirement accounts; 14 = net worth; 15 = 









Model Fit for the Initial Measurement Models from the 2011 Wave of the Wisconsin 
Longitudinal Study 
 
 X2 df 
RMSEA 
[90% CI] CFI TLI 
Model with PAFS 
Retirement Accounts 88.90 12 .03 [.03, .04] 0.98 0.97 
Net Worth 107.74 12 .04 [.03, .04] 0.98 0.97 
Personal Income 99.63 12 .03 [.03, .04] 0.98 0.96 
EOL Planning 72.51 12 .03 [.02, .04] 0.99 0.97 
      
Model with PCFS      
Retirement Accounts 217.39 18 .03 [.03, .04] 0.98 0.97 
Net Worth 247.68 18 .04 [.03, .04] 0.98 0.97 
Personal Income 181.47 18 .03 [.03, .03] 0.98 0.98 
EOL Planning 120.49 18 .02 [.02, .03] 0.99 0.98 
      
Model with Agreeableness      
Retirement Accounts 603.47 12 .09 [.09, .10] 0.90 0.83 
Net Worth 624.74 12 .09 [.09, .10] 0.90 0.82 
Personal Income 587.96 12 .09 [.08, .10] 0.91 0.83 
EOL Planning 945.63 12 .11 [.11, .12] 0.84 0.73 
      
Model with Extraversion      
Retirement Accounts 727.05 12 .10 [.10, .11] 0.91 0.84 
Net Worth 745.14 12 .10 [.09, .11] 0.91 0.84 
Personal Income 700.66 12 .10 [.09, .10] 0.91 0.85 
EOL Planning 815.25 12 .10 [.10, .11] 0.86 0.75 
      
Model with Neuroticism      
Retirement Accounts 260.09 12 .06 [.06, .07] 0.97 0.94 
Net Worth 293.71 12 .06 [.06, .07] 0.96 0.93 
Personal Income 246.86 12 .06 [.05, .06] 0.97 0.94 
EOL Planning 285.77 12 .06 [.06, .07] 0.95 0.91 
      
Model with Openness      
Retirement Accounts 309.37 12 .07 [.06, .07] 0.94 0.90 
Net Worth 349.30 12 .07 [.06, .07] 0.93 0.89 
Personal Income 295.50 12 .06 [.06, .07] 0.94 0.90 
EOL Planning 424.17 12 .08 [.07, .08] 0.91 0.84 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = 
confidence interval; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker Lewis index; PAFS = perceived 




Table 26  
 
Model Fit for the Revised Measurement Models from the 2011 Wave of the Wisconsin 
Longitudinal Study 
 
 X2 df 
RMSEA 
[90% CI] CFI TLI 
Model with Agreeableness      
Retirement Accounts 223.92 11 .06 [.05, .07] 0.97 0.93 
Net Worth 244.15 11 .06 [.05, .07] 0.96 0.93 
Personal Income 208.77 11 .05 [.05, .06] 0.97 0.94 
EOL Planning 218.69 11 .06 [.05, .06] 0.97 0.93 
Note. df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = 







Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Perceived Adulthood Financial Strain as a Predictor in the 2011 Wave of the Wisconsin 
Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.12 0.10 0.03 [-0.03, 0.09]  0.09 0.11 0.02 [-0.05, 0.09] 
PAFS -0.66 0.06 -0.33 [-0.40, -0.26]  -0.67 0.06 -0.33 [-0.40, -0.26] 
Consc X PAFS      -0.14 0.18 -0.03 [-0.11, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -40563.06  -40562.73 
-2LL 0.66      
          
Net Worth          
Consc -0.01 0.08 -0.00  [-0.05, 0.04]  0.46 0.11 0.10  [0.05, 0.16] 
PAFS -0.77 0.06 -0.33  [-0.38, -0.28]  -0.80 0.06 -0.35  [-0.40, -0.31] 
Consc X PAFS      4.01 0.53 0.58  [0.49, 0.68] 
Loglikelihood -46995.13  -46127.90 
-2LL 1734.46      
          
Personal Income          
Consc 0.04 0.21 0.00  [-0.05, 0.05]  0.06 0.22 0.01  [-0.04, 0.06] 
PAFS 0.09 0.08 0.02  [-0.02, 0.06]  0.08  0.08 0.02  [-0.03, 0.05] 
Consc X PAFS      -0.27 0.22 -0.02  [-0.06, 0.02] 
Loglikelihood -52303.09  -52302.59 
-2LL 1.00      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.14 0.10 0.03  [-0.02, 0.08]  0.15 0.10 0.03  [-0.02, 0.08] 
PAFS -0.34 0.04 -0.14  [-0.18, -0.10]  -0.35 0.04 -0.15  [-0.19, -0.10] 
Consc X PAFS      -0.17  0.14 -0.03  [-0.08, 0.03] 
Loglikelihood -43298.45  -43297.69 
-2LL 1.52      






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Perceived Adulthood Financial Strain as a Predictor in the 2011 Wave of the Wisconsin 
Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.31 0.10 0.07 [0.01, 0.13]  0.32 0.10 0.07 [0.02, 0.13] 
PCFS -0.41 0.11 -0.09 [-0.16, -0.03]  -0.42 0.11 -0.09 [-0.16, -0.03] 
Consc X PCFS      0.28 0.42 0.02 [-0.07, 0.11] 
Loglikelihood -62620.28  -62619.97 
-2LL 0.62      
          
Net Worth          
Consc 0.24 0.08 0.05  [0.01, 0.09]  0.23 0.08 0.05  [0.00, 0.09] 
PCFS -0.62 0.08 -0.12  [-0.16, -0.08]  -0.62 0.08 -0.12  [-0.16, -0.08] 
Consc X PCFS      -0.13 0.29 -0.01  [-0.06, 0.04] 
Loglikelihood -69172.67  -69172.56 
-2LL 0.22      
          
Personal Income          
Consc -0.02  0.20 -0.00  [-0.05, 0.05]  -0.01  0.21 -0.00  [-0.05, 0.05] 
PCFS -0.47  0.19 -0.04  [-0.08, 0.00]  -0.48  0.19 -0.04  [-0.08, 0.00] 
Consc X PCFS      0.42  0.80 0.01  [-0.05, 0.08] 
Loglikelihood -74272.69  -74272.51 
-2LL 0.36      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.25 0.09 0.05  [0.00, 0.10]  0.25 0.09 0.05  [0.00, 0.10] 
PCFS -0.41 0.09 -0.08  [-0.12, -0.03]  -0.41 0.09 -0.08  [-0.11, -0.03] 
Consc X PCFS      -0.00 0.33 0.00  [-0.06, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -65300.18  -65300.18 
-2LL 0.00      






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Agreeableness as a Predictor in the 2011 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.41 0.13 0.10 [0.02, 0.17]  0.41 0.13 0.10 [0.02, 0.17] 
Agree -0.09 0.06 -0.04 [-0.12, 0.03]  -0.09 0.06 -0.04 [-0.12, 0.03] 
Consc X Agree      -0.07 0.15 -0.01 [-0.07, 0.05] 
Loglikelihood -41516.75  -41516.65 
-2LL 0.20      
          
Net Worth          
Consc 0.24 0.09 0.05 [0.00, 0.10]  0.30 0.13 0.07  [-0.00, 0.14] 
Agree 0.05 0.05 0.02 [-0.04, 0.08]  -0.00 0.06 -0.00  [-0.07, 0.07] 
Consc X Agree      -4.15 0.54 -0.56  [-0.64, -0.47] 
Loglikelihood -48091.96  -47303.97 
-2LL 1575.98      
          
Personal Income          
Consc -0.06 0.26 -0.01  [-0.07, 0.06]  -0.06  0.26 -0.01  [-0.07, 0.06] 
Agree 0.08  0.14 0.01  [-0.05, 0.08]  0.07 0.14 0.01  [-0.05, 0.08] 
Consc X Agree      -0.16 0.39 -0.01  [-0.07, 0.05] 
Loglikelihood -53164.02  -53163.92 
-2LL 0.20      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.27 0.12 0.05  [-0.01, 0.11]  0.27  0.12 0.05  [-0.01, 0.11] 
Agree 0.01 0.06 0.00  [-0.05, 0.06]  0.01  0.06 0.01  [-0.05, 0.06] 
Consc X Agree      0.08  0.14 0.01  [-0.04, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -44198.06  -44197.89 
-2LL 0.34      






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Extraversion as a Predictor in the 2011 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.25 0.11 0.06 [-0.01, 0.13]  0.24 0.11 0.06 [-0.01, 0.12] 
Extra 0.09 0.04 0.04 [-0.01, 0.10]  0.09 0.04 0.05 [-0.01, 0.11] 
Consc X Extra      -0.17 0.11 -0.03 [-0.09, 0.02] 
Loglikelihood -42929.88  -42928.95 
-2LL 1.86      
          
Net Worth          
Consc 0.19 0.09 0.04 [-0.01, 0.09]  0.19 0.09 0.04  [-0.01, 0.09] 
Extra 0.10 0.04 0.04  [0.00, 0.09]  0.10 0.04 0.04  [-0.00, 0.09] 
Consc X Extra      0.00  0.11 0.00  [-0.05, 0.05] 
Loglikelihood -49504.78  -49504.78 
-2LL 0.00      
          
Personal Income          
Consc -0.05 0.22 -0.00  [-0.06, 0.05]  -0.09 0.22 -0.00  [-0.06, 0.05] 
Extra 0.05 0.09 0.01  [-0.04, 0.06]  0.08 0.09 0.02  [-0.03, 0.06] 
Consc X Extra      -0.54 0.33 -0.04  [-0.10, 0.02] 
Loglikelihood -54579.03  -54577.06 
-2LL 3.94      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.08 0.10 0.02  [-0.04, 0.07]  0.09 0.10 0.02  [-0.03, 0.07] 
Extra 0.22 0.05 0.10  [0.05, 0.14]  0.22 0.04 0.10  [0.05, 0.14] 
Consc X Extra      0.09 0.12 0.01  [-0.03, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -45598.75  -45598.44 
-2LL 0.62      






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Neuroticism as a Predictor in the 2011 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.25 0.12 0.06 [-0.01, 0.12]  0.24 0.12 0.05 [-0.01, 0.12] 
Neur -0.07 0.05 -0.04 [-0.11, 0.03]  -0.08 0.05 -0.04 [-0.11, 0.03] 
Consc X Neur      0.28 0.17 0.05 [-0.03, 0.13] 
Loglikelihood -44396.06  -44393.88 
-2LL 4.36      
          
Net Worth          
Consc 0.07 0.10 0.01  [-0.04, 0.06]  0.22  0.14 0.05  [-0.03, 0.12] 
Neur -0.13 0.04 -0.07  [-0.11, -0.02]  -0.23 0.05 -0.12  [-0.17, -0.06] 
Consc X Neur      3.42 0.45 0.54  [0.46, 0.63] 
Loglikelihood -50697.12  -50460.80 
-2LL 472.64      
          
Personal Income          
Consc -0.36 0.26 -0.03  [-0.09, 0.03]  -0.35  0.26 -0.03  [-0.09, 0.03] 
Neur -0.29 0.09 -0.06  [-0.12, -0.01]  -0.29 0.10 -0.06  [-0.11, -0.01] 
Consc X Neur      0.08 0.25 0.01  [-0.04, 0.05] 
Loglikelihood -56040.37  -56040.32 
-2LL 0.10      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.24 0.12 0.05  [-0.01, 0.10]  0.25 0.12 0.05  [-0.01, 0.10] 
Neur 0.01 0.05 0.00  [-0.05, 0.06]  0.01 0.05 0.00  [-0.05, 0.06] 
Consc X Neur      -0.06 0.11 -0.01  [-0.06, 0.04] 
Loglikelihood -47080.04  -47079.87 
-2LL 0.34      






Results for Latent Moderation Analyses with Openness as a Predictor in the 2011 Wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 
 Model 0  Model 1 
 B SE(B) β 99% CI (β)  B SE(B) β 99% CI (β) 
Retirement Accounts          
Consc 0.29 0.10 0.07 [0.01, 0.13]  0.29 0.10 0.07 [0.01, 0.13] 
Open 0.12 0.06 0.05 [-0.02, 0.11]  0.12 0.06 0.05 [-0.02, 0.11] 
Consc X Open      -0.02 0.18 -0.00 [-0.07, 0.06] 
Loglikelihood -43352.23  -43352.23 
-2LL 0.00      
          
Net Worth          
Consc 0.22 0.08 0.04  [0.00, 0.09]  0.17 0.11 0.04  [-0.03, 0.10] 
Open 0.08 0.05 0.03  [-0.02, 0.08]  0.25 0.07 0.10  [0.03, 0.16] 
Consc X Open      -4.79 0.62 -0.62  [-0.72, -0.52] 
Loglikelihood -49930.38  -49183.54 
-2LL 1493.68      
          
Personal Income          
Consc -0.03 0.21 -0.00  [-0.05, 0.05]  -0.03 0.22 -0.00  [-0.05, 0.05] 
Open 0.09 0.13 0.01  [-0.04, 0.07]  0.08 0.13 0.01 [-0.04, 0.07] 
Consc X Open      0.29 0.37 0.02  [-0.04, 0.08] 
Loglikelihood -55000.84  -55000.51 
-2LL 0.66      
          
EOL Planning          
Consc 0.23 0.10 0.04  [-0.00, 0.09]  0.24 0.10 0.05  [-0.00, 0.09] 
Open 0.04 0.06 0.01  [-0.04, 0.07]  0.04  0.06 0.01  [-0.04, 0.07] 
Consc X Open      0.11 0.17 0.01  [-0.04, 0.07] 
Loglikelihood -46035.71  -46035.51 
-2LL 0.40      






Comparison of the Latent Moderation Results Between the Health and Retirement Study and Wisconsin Longitudinal Study 
 












Retirement Accts       
HRS No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction 
WLS 2003 No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction 
WLS 2011 No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction 
       
Assets/Net worth       
HRS Interaction No interaction No interaction Interaction No interaction No interaction 
WLS 2003 Interaction No interaction Interaction Interaction Interaction Interaction 
WLS 2011 Interaction No interaction Interaction No interaction Interaction Interaction 
       
Income       
HRS Interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction Interaction No interaction 
WLS 2003 No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction 
WLS 2011 No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction 
       
EOL Planning       
HRS No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction 
WLS 2003 No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction 
WLS 2011 No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction No interaction 
Note. PAFS = perceived adulthood financial strain; PCFS = perceived childhood financial strain; HRS = Health and Retirement Study; 
























Figure 3. Measurement model including conscientiousness, perceived adulthood financial strain, and preparedness for retirement and 
end of life for the Health and Retirement Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 







Figure 4. Measurement model including conscientiousness, perceived childhood financial strain, and preparedness for retirement and 
end of life for the Health and Retirement Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 






























Figure 5. Measurement model including conscientiousness, agreeableness, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the 







Figure 6. Measurement model including conscientiousness, extraversion, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the Health 







Figure 7. Measurement model including conscientiousness, neuroticism, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the Health 







Figure 8. Measurement model including conscientiousness, openness, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the Health 








Figure 9. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 








Figure 10. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
predicting household income in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed lines represent 95% 








Figure 11. Interaction between conscientiousness and extraversion predicting assets in the Health 







Figure 12. Interaction between conscientiousness and neuroticism predicting household income 








Figure 13. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
predicting assets for the AHEAD cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed lines 








Figure 14. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
predicting assets for the HRS cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed lines represent 








Figure 15. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
predicting assets for the War Babies cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed lines 








Figure 16. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
predicting assets for the Early Baby Boomers cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed 








Figure 17. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
predicting assets for the Mid Baby Boomers cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed 








Figure 18. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
predicting household income for the War Babies cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. 








Figure 19. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived childhood financial strain 
predicting assets for the CODA cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed lines 








Figure 20. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived childhood financial strain 
predicting assets for the HRS cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed lines represent 








Figure 21. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived childhood financial strain 
predicting assets for the War Babies cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed lines 








Figure 22. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived childhood financial strain 
predicting assets for the Early Baby Boomers cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed 








Figure 23. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived childhood financial strain 
predicting household income for the AHEAD cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. Dashed 








Figure 24. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived childhood financial strain 
predicting household income for the War Babies cohort in the Health and Retirement Study. 








Figure 25. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived childhood financial strain 
predicting household income for the Early Baby Boomers cohort in the Health and Retirement 









Figure 26. Latent growth models examining the relationship between changes in 
conscientiousness and preparedness for retirement and end of life in the Health and Retirement 
Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 









Figure 27. Measurement model including conscientiousness, perceived adulthood financial strain, and preparedness for retirement and 
end of life for the 2003 wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = 







Figure 28. Measurement model including conscientiousness, perceived childhood financial strain, and preparedness for retirement and 
end of life for the 2003 wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = 







Figure 29. Measurement model including conscientiousness, agreeableness, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the 
2003 wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 







Figure 30. Measurement model including conscientiousness, extraversion, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the 2003 
wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 








Figure 31. Measurement model including conscientiousness, neuroticism, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the 2003 
wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 








Figure 32. Measurement model including conscientiousness, openness, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the 2003 
wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 






Figure 33. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
predicting net worth in the 2003 wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Dashed lines 








Figure 34. Interaction between conscientiousness and agreeableness predicting net worth in the 









Figure 35. Interaction between conscientiousness and extraversion predicting net worth in the 









Figure 36. Interaction between conscientiousness and neuroticism predicting net worth in the 









Figure 37. Interaction between conscientiousness and openness predicting net worth in the 2003 











Figure 38. Measurement model including conscientiousness, perceived adulthood financial strain, and preparedness for retirement and 
end of life for the 2011 wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = 








Figure 39. Measurement model including conscientiousness, perceived childhood financial strain, and preparedness for retirement and 
end of life for the 2011 wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = 






Figure 40. Measurement model including conscientiousness, agreeableness, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the 
2011 wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 







Figure 41. Measurement model including conscientiousness, extraversion, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the 2011 
wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 







Figure 42. Measurement model including conscientiousness, neuroticism, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the 2011 
wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 







Figure 43. Measurement model including conscientiousness, openness, and preparedness for retirement and end of life for the 2011 
wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 







Figure 44. Interaction between conscientiousness and perceived adulthood financial strain 
predicting net worth in the 2011 wave of the Wisconsin Longitudinal Study. Dashed lines 








Figure 45. Interaction between conscientiousness and agreeableness predicting net worth in the 









Figure 46. Interaction between conscientiousness and neuroticism predicting net worth in the 









Figure 47. Interaction between conscientiousness and openness predicting net worth in the 2011 









Figure 48. Latent growth models examining the relationship between changes in 
conscientiousness and preparedness for retirement and end of life in the Wisconsin Longitudinal 
Study. Normal font =  IRA amount; bold font = assets; italic font = household income; 






Adams, G. A., & Rau, B. L. (2011). Putting off tomorrow to do what you want today: Planning 
for retirement. American Psychologist, 66, 180-192. doi: 10.1037/a0022131 
Aegon Center for Longevity and Retirement. (2017). Successful retirement—Healthy aging and 
financial security: The Aegon Retirement Readiness Survey 2017. Retrieved from Aegon 
website: https://www.aegon.com/siteassets/research/2017-retirement-survey/retirement-
readiness-survey-2017.pdf 
Ayllón, S., & Fusco, A. (2017). Are income poverty and perceptions of financial difficulties 
dynamically interrelated? Journal of Economic Psychology, 61, 103-114. doi: 
10.1016/j.joep.2017.03.008 
Baker, M. (2002). Economic, political and ethnic influences on end-of-life decision-making: A 
decade in review. Journal of Health and Social Policy, 14, 27-39. doi: 
10.1300/J045v14n03_02 
Bauldry, S., Shanahan, M., Russo, R., Roberts, B. W., & Damian, R. (2016). Attractiveness 
compensates for low status background in the prediction of education attainment. PLoS 
ONE, 11, e0155313. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0155313 
Becker, A., Deckers, T., Dohmen, T., Falk, A., & Kosse, F. (2012). The relationship between 
economic preferences and psychological personality measures. Annual Review of 
Economics, 4, 453-478. doi: 10.1146/annurev-economics-080511-110922 
Boerner, K., Carr, D., & Moorman, S. (2013). Family relationships and advance care planning: 




Gerontology, Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences, 68, 246-256. doi: 
10.1093/geronb/gbs161 
Bogg, T., & Roberts, B. W. (2004). Conscientiousness and health-related behaviors: A meta-
analysis of the leading behavioral contributors to mortality. Psychological Bulletin, 130, 
887-919. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.130.6.887 
Brandstätter, H. (2005). The personality roots of saving—Uncovered from German and Dutch 
surveys. In K. G. Grunert  & J. Thogerson (Eds.), Consumers, policy and the 
environment: A tribute to Folke Ölander (pp. 65-87). doi: 10.1007/0-387-25004-2_4 
Brown, S., & Taylor, K. (2014). Household finances and the ‘Big Five’ personality traits. 
Journal of Economic Psychology, 45, 197-212. doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2014.10.006 
Brucker, E., & Leppel, K. (2013). Retirement plans: Planners and nonplanners. Educational 
Gerontology, 39, 1-11. doi: 10.1080/03601277.2012.660859 
Bucciol, A., Cavasso, B., & Zarri, L. (2015). Social status and personality traits. Journal of 
Economic Psychology, 51, 245-260. doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2015.10.002 
California Health Care Foundation. (2012). Final chapter: Californians’ attitudes and 
experiences with death and dying. Oakland, CA: California Health Care Foundation. 
Campbell, A., Converse, P. E., & Rodgers, W. (1976). The quality of American life: Perceptions, 
evaluations, and satisfactions. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.  
Carr, D. (2012). The social stratification of older adults’ preparations for end-of-life health care. 
Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 53, 297-312. doi: 10.1177/002214650604700405 
Carr, D., & Khodyakov, D. (2007). End-of-life health care planning among young-old adults: An 





Cole, C. R., & Liebenberg, A. P. (2008). An examination of retirement income adequacy 
measures and factors affecting retirement preparedness. Retrieved from: 
https://ssrn.com/abstract=1272067 
Damian, R. I., Su, R., Shanahan, M., Trautwein, U., & Roberts, B. W. (2015). Can personality 
traits and intelligence compensate for background disadvantage? Predicting status 
attainment in adulthood. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 109, 473-489. 
doi: 10.1037/pspp0000024 
Detering, K., Hancock, A. D., Reade, M. C., & Silvester, W. (2010). The impact of advance care 
planning on end of life care in elderly patients: Randomised controlled trial. BMJ, 340, c 
1345. doi: 10.1136/bmj.c1345 
Dobalian, A. (2006). Advance care planning documents in nursing facilities: Results from a 
nationally representative survey. Archives of Gerontology and Geriatrics, 43, 193-212. 
doi: 10.1016/j.archger.2005.10.007 
Donnellan, M. B., Conger, K. J., McAdams, K. K., & Neppl, T. K. (2009). Personality 
characteristics and resilience to economic hardship and its consequences: Conceptual 
issues and empirical illustrations. Journal of Personality, 77, 1645-1676. doi: 
10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00596.x 
Donnelly, G., Iyer, R., & Howell, R. T. (2012). The Big Five personality traits, material values, 
and financial well-being of self-described money managers. Journal of Economic 
Psychology, 33, 1129-1142. doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2012.08.001 
Duckworth, A. L., Weir, D., Tsukayama, E., & Kwok, D. (2012). Who does well in life? 
Conscientious adults excel in both objective and subjective success. Frontiers in 




Egan, M., Daly, M., Delaney, L., Boyce, C. J., & Wood, A. M. (2017). Adolescent 
conscientiousness predicts lower lifetime unemployment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
102, 700-709. doi: 10.1037/apl0000167 
Emanuel, L. L., von Gunten, C. F., & Ferris, F. D. (2000). Advance care planning. Archives of 
Family Medicine, 9, 1181–1187. 
 Federal Reserve Board. (2018). Report on the economic well-being of U.S. households in 2017. 
Retrieved from: https://www.federalreserve.gov/publications/report-economic-well-
being-us-households.htm 
Fried, T. R., Redding, C. A., Robbins, M. L., Paiva, A., O’Leary, J. R., & Iannone, L. (2010). 
Stages of planning for the component behaviors of advance care planning. Journal of the 
American Geriatrics Society, 58, 2329-2336. doi: 10.1111/j.1532-5415.2010.03184.x  
Friedline, T., Nam, I., & Loke, V. (2014). Households’ net worth accumulation patterns and 
young adults’ financial health: Ripple effects of the Great Recession? Journal of Family 
and Economic Issues, 35, 390-410. doi: 10.1007/s10834-013-9379-7 
Furnham, A., & Cheng, H. (2013). Factors influencing adult earnings: Findings from a nationally 
representative sample. Journal of Socio-Economics, 44, 120-125. doi: 
10.1016/j.socec.2013.02.008 
Grohmann, A., Kouwenberg, R., & Menkhoff, L. (2015). Childhood roots of financial literacy. 
Journal of Economic Psychology, 51, 114-133. doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2015.09.002 
Gillen, M., & Kim, H. (2014). Older adults’ receipt of financial help: Does personality matter? 
Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 35, 178-189. doi: 10.1007/s10834-013-9365-0 
Gelissen, J., & de Graaf, P. M. (2006). Personality, social background, and occupational career 




Ha, J.-H., & Pai, M. (2012). Do personality traits moderate the impact of care receipt on end-of-
life care planning? The Gerontologist, 52, 759-769. doi: 10.1093/geront/gns044 
He, W., Goodkind, D., Kowal, P., U. S. Census Bureau. (2016). An Aging World: 2015. 
(International Population Reports, P95/16-1). Retrieved from 
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2016/demo/p95-16-
1.pdf 
Heineck, G. (2011). Does it pay to be nice? Personality and earnings in the United Kingdom. 
Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 64, 1020-1039. doi: 
10.1177/001979391106400509 
Hallquist, M. N., & Wiley, J. F. (2018). MplusAutomation: An R package for facilitating large-
scale latent variable analyses in Mplus. Structural Equation Modeling, 25, 1-18. doi: 
10.1080/10705511.2017.1402334. 
Herd, P., Carr, D., & Roan, C. (2014). Cohort profile: Wisconsin Longitudinal Study (WLS). 
International Journal of Epidemiology, 43, 34-41.  
Hershey, D. A., & Mowen, J. C. (2000). Psychological determinants of financial preparedness 
for retirement. The Gerontologist, 40, 687-697. doi: 10.1093/geront/40.6.687 
Hershey, D. A., Henkens, K., & Van Dalen, H. P. (2007). Mapping the minds of retirement 
planners: A cross-cultural perspective. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 38, 361-
382. doi: 10.1177/0022022107300280 
Hershey, D. A., Henkens, K., & Van Dalen, H. P. (2010). What drives retirement income worries 





Hershey, D. A., Jacobs-Lawson, J. M., McArdle, J. J., & Hamagami, F. (2007). Psychological 
foundations of retirement planning. Journal of Adult Planning, 14,  26-36. doi: 
10.1007/s10804-007-9028-1 
Hill, P. L., Jackson, J. J., Roberts, B. W., Lapsley, D. K., & Brandenberger, J. W. (2011). 
Change you can believe in: Changes in goal setting during emerging and young 
adulthood predict later adult well-being. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 2, 
123-131. doi: 10.1177/1948550610384510 
Hill, P. L., & Roberts, B. W. (2011). The role of adherence in the relationship between 
conscientiousness and perceived health. Health Psychology, 30, 797-804. doi: 
10.1037/a0023860 
Hill, P. L., Turiano, N. A., Mroczek, D. K., & Roberts, B. W. (2012). Examining concurrent and 
longitudinal relations between personality traits and social well-being in adulthood. 
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 3, 698-705. doi: 
10.1177/1948550611433888 
Hill, P. L., Payne, B. R., Jackson, J. J., Stine-Morrow, E. A. L., & Roberts, B. W. (2014). 
Perceived social support predicts increased conscientiousness during older adulthood. 
Journals of Gerontology, Series B: Psychological Sciences and Social Sciences, 69, 543-
547. doi: 10.1093/geronb/gbt024 
Hirsh, J. B. (2015). Extraverted populations have lower savings rates. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 81, 162-168. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2014.08.020 
Hopp, F. P. (2000). Preferences for surrogate decision makers, informal communication, and 
advance directives among community-dwelling elders: Results from a national study. The 




Inoue, M. (2016). The influence of sociodemographic and psychosocial factors on advance care 
planning. Journal of Gerontological Social Work, 59, 401-422. doi: 
10.1080/01634372.2016.1229709 
Institute of Medicine. (1997). Approaching death: Improving care at the end of life. Washington, 
DC: The National Academies Press. 
Jacobs-Lawson, J. M., Hershey, D. A., & Neukam, K. A. (2004). Gender differences in factors 
that influence time spent planning for retirement. Journal of Women & Aging, 16, 55-69. 
doi: 10.1300/J047v16n03_05 
John, O. P., Donahue, E. M., & Kentle, R. L. (1991). The Big Five Inventory—Versions 4a and 
54. Berkeley, CA: University of California, Berkeley, Institute of Personality and Social 
Research. 
Judge, T. A., Higgins, C. A., Thoresen, C. J., & Barrick, M. R. (1999). The Big Five personality 
traits, general mental ability, and career success across the life span. Personnel 
Psychology, 52, 621-652. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.1999.tb00174.x 
Judge, T. A., Heller, D., & Mount, M. K. (2002). Five-factor model of personality and job 
satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 530-541. doi: 
10.1037/0021-9010.87.3.530 
Kajonius, P. J., & Carlander, A. (2017). Who gets ahead in life? Personality traits and childhood 
background in economic success. Journal of Economic Psychology, 59, 164-170. doi: 
10.1016/j.joep.2017.03.004 
Kandler, C., Kornadt, A. E., Hagemeyer, B., & Neyer, F. J. (2015). Patterns and sources of 
personality development in old age. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 109, 




Kausel, E. E., Hansen, E., & Tapia, P. (2016). Responsible personal finance: The role of 
conscientiousness in bank and pension savings in Chile. International Review of Finance, 
16, 161-167. doi: 10.1111/irfi.12069 
Kelly, C. M., Masters, J. L., & DeViney, S. (2013). End-of-life planning activities: An integrated 
process. Death Studies, 37, 529-551. doi: 10.1080/07481187.2011.653081 
Kern, M. L., & Friedman, H. S. (2008). Do conscientious individuals live longer? A quantitative 
review. Health Psychology, 27, 505-512. doi: 10.1037/0278-6133.27.5.505 
Koposko, J. L., & Hershey, D. A. (2014). Parental and early influences on expectations of 
financial planning for retirement. Journal of Personal Finance, 13, 17-28. 
Lachman, M. E., & Weaver, S. L. (1997). The Midlife Development Inventory (MIDI) 
Personality Scales: Scale construction and scoring. Retrieved from 
http://www.brandeis.edu/departments/psych/lachman/pdfs/midi-personality-scales.pdf  
Lachman, M. E., & Weaver, S. L. (1998). Sociodemographic variations in the sense of control by 
domain: Findings from the MacArthur Studies of Midlife. Psychology and Aging, 13, 
553. 
Little, T. D. (2013). Longitudinal structural equation modeling. New York: Guilford Press.  
Little, T. D., Rhemtulla, M., Gibson, K., & Schoemann, A. M. (2013). Why the items versus 
parcels controversy needn’t be one. Psychological Methods, 18, 285-300. doi: 
10.1037/a0033266 
Lucas, R. E., & Donnellan, M. B. (2011). Personality development across the life span: 
Longitudinal analyses with a national sample from Germany.  Journal of Personality and 




Malouff, J. M., Thorsteinsson, E. B., Schutte, N. S., Bhullar, N., & Rooke, S. E. (2010). The 
Five-Factor Model of personality and relationship satisfaction of intimate partners: A 
meta-analysis. Journal of Research in Personality, 44, 124-127. doi: 
10.1016/j.jrp.2009.09.004 
Maslowsky, J., Jager, J., & Hemken, D. (2015). Estimating and interpreting latent variable 
interactions: A tutorial for applying the latent moderated structural equations method. 
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 39, 87-96. doi: 
10.1177/0165025414552301  
Mazumder, B. (2005). Fortunate sons: New estimates of intergenerational mobility in the United 
States using Social Security earnings data. Review of Economics and Statistics, 87, 235-
255. doi: 10.1162/0034653053970249 
Mirowsky, J., & Ross, C. E. (2003). Education, social status, and health. New York: Aldine de 
Gruyter.  
Moorman, S. M., & Inoue. M. (2013). Persistent problems in end-of-life planning among young- 
and middle-aged American couples. Journals of Gerontology, Series B: Psychological 
Sciences and Social Sciences, 68, 97-106. doi: 10.1093/geronb/gbs103 
Morrissey, M. (2016). The state of American retirement: How 401(k)s have failed most American 
workers. Retrieved from Economic Policy Institute website: 
http://www.epi.org/files/2016/state-of-american-retirement-final.pdf 
Mosca, I., & McCrory, C. (2016). Personality and wealth accumulation among older couples: Do 





Mõttus, R., Johnson, W., & Deary, I. J. (2012). Personality traits in old age: Measurement and 
rank-order stability and some mean-level change. Psychology and Aging, 27, 243-249. 
doi: 10.1037/a0023690 
Mõttus, R., Johnson, W., Starr, J. M., & Deary, I. J. (2012). Correlates of personality trait levels 
and their changes in very old age. Journal of Research in Personality, 46, 271-278. doi: 
10.1016/j.jrp.2012.02.004 
Mroczek, D. K., & Spiro, A. (2007). Personality change influences mortality in older men. 
Psychological Science, 18, 371-376. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01907.x 
Mueller, G., & Plug, E. (2006). Estimating the effect of personality on male and female earnings. 
Industrial and Labor Relations Review, 60, 3-22. doi: 10.1177/001979390606000101 
Mueller, S., Wagner, J., Drewlies, J., Duezel, S., Eibich, P., Specht, J., … & Gerstorf, D. (2016). 
Personality development in old age relates to physical health and cognitive performance: 
Evidence from the Berlin Aging Study II.  Journal of Research in Personality, 65, 94-
108. doi: 10.1016/j.jrp.2016.08.007 
Munnell, A. H. (2015, April). Falling short: The coming retirement crisis and what to do about 
it (Issue Brief No. 15-7). Boston: Center for Retirement Research at Boston College.  
Munnell, A. H., Hou, W., Webb, A., & Li, Y. (2017, March). How has the shift to 401(k) plans 
affected retirement income? (Issue Brief No. 17-5). Boston: Center for Retirement 
Research at Boston College.  
Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2015). Mplus User’s Guide. Seventh Edition. Los 
Angeles, CA: Muthén & Muthén.  
Nyhus, E. K., & Pons, E. (2005). The effects of personality on earnings. Journal of Economic 




Nyhus, E. K., & Pons, E. (2012). Personality and the gender wage gap. Applied Economics, 44, 
105-118. doi: 10.1080/00036846.2010.500272 
Prenda, K. M., & Lachman, M. E. (2001). Planning for the future: A life management strategy 
for increasing control and life satisfaction in adulthood. Psychology and Aging, 16, 206-
216. doi: 10.1037/0882-7974.16.2.206 
Rao, J. K., Anderson, L. A., Lin, F.-C., & Laux, J. P. (2014). Completion of advance directives 
among U.S. consumers. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 46, 65-70. doi: 
10.1016/j.amepre.2013.09.008 
Roberts, B. W., Walton, K. E., & Viechtbauer, W. (2006). Patterns of mean-level change in 
personality traits across the life course: A meta-analysis of longitudinal studies. 
Psychological Bulletin, 132, 1-25. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.132.1.1 
Roberts, B. W., Jackson, J. J., Fayard, J. V., Edmonds, G., & Meints, J. (2009). 
Conscientiousness. In M. R. Leary & R. H. Hoyle (Eds.), Handbook of individual 
differences in social behavior (pp. 369-381). New York, NY: Guilford Press. 
Roberts, B. W., Smith, J., Jackson, J. J., & Edmonds, G. (2009). Compensatory 
conscientiousness and health in older couples. Psychological Science, 20, 553-559. doi: 
10.1111/j.1467-9280-2009.02339.x 
Ross, C. E., & Mirowsky, J. (2006). Sex differences in the effect of education on depression: 
Resource multiplication or resource substitution? Social Science and Medicine, 63, 1400-
1413. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2006.03.013 
Ross, C. E., & Mirowsky, J. (2011). The interaction of personal and parental education on health. 




Sass, S. A. (2018, February). Will the financial fragility of retirees increase? (Issue Brief No. 18-
4). Boston: Center for Retirement Research at Boston College.  
Schwaba, T., & Bleidorn, W. (2018). Personality trait development across the transition to 
retirement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. Advance online publication. 
doi: 10.1037/pspp0000179 
Segel-Karpas, D., & Werner, P. (2014). Perceived financial retirement preparedness and its 
correlates: A national study in Israel. International Journal of Aging and Human 
Development, 79, 279-301. doi: 10.1177/0091415015574177 
Senia, J. M., Neppl, T. K., Gudmunson, C. G., Donnellan, M. B., & Lorenz, F. O. (2016). The 
intergenerational continuity of socioeconomic status: Effects of parenting, personality, 
and age at first romantic partnership. Journal of Family Psychology, 30, 647-656. doi: 
10.1037/fam0000171 
Shanahan, M. J., Bauldry, S., Roberts, B. W., Macmillan, R., & Russo, R. (2014). Personality 
and the reproduction of social class. Social Forces, 93, 209-240. doi: 10.1093/sf/sou050 
Silveira, M. J., Kim, S. Y. H., & Langa, K. M. (2010). Advance directives and outcomes of 
surrogate decision making before death. New England Journal of Medicine, 362, 1211-
1218. doi: 10.1056/NEJMsa0907901 
Silveira, M. J., Wiitala, W., & Piette, J. (2014). Advance directive completion by elderly 
Americans: A decade of change. Journal of the American Geriatrics Society, 62, 706-
710. doi: 10.1111/jgs.12736 
Sörenson, S., Duberstein, P. R., Chapman, B., Lyness, J. M., & Pinquart, M. (2008). How are 
personality traits related to preparation for future care needs in older adults? Journals of 




Specht, J., Egloff, B., & Schmukle, S. C. (2011). Stability and change in personality across the 
life course: The impact of age and major life events on mean-level and rank-order 
stability of the Big Five. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 101, 862-882. 
doi: 10.1037/a0024950 
Topa, G., Moriano, J. A., & Moreno, A. (2012). Psychosocial determinants of financial planning 
for retirement among immigrants in Europe. Journal of Economic Psychology, 33, 527-
537. doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2012.01.003 
Troxel, W. M., Matthews, K. A., Bromberger, J. T., & Sutton-Tyrrell, K. (2003). Chronic stress 
burden, discrimination, and subclinical carotid artery disease in African American and 
Caucasian women. Health Psychology, 22, 300-309.   
Turiano, N. A., Whiteman, S. D., Hampson, S. E., Roberts, B. W., & Mroczek, D. K. (2012). 
Personality and substance use in midlife: Conscientiousness as a moderator and the 
effects of trait change. Journal of Research in Personality, 46, 295-305. doi: 
10.1016/j.jrp.2012.02.009 
Turiano, N. A., Mroczek, D. K., Moynihan, J., & Chapman, B. P. (2013). Big 5 personality traits 
and interleukin-6: Evidence for “healthy Neuroticism” in a US population sample. Brain, 
Behavior, and Immunity, 28, 83-89. doi: 10.1016/j.bbi.2012.10.020 
Van Dalen, H. P., Henkens, K., & Hershey, D. A. (2010). Perceptions and expectations of 
pension savings adequacy: A comparative study of Dutch and American workers. Ageing 
and Society, 30, 731-754. doi: 10.1017/S0144686X09990651 
Van de Water, P. N., & Romig, K. (2017). Social Security Benefits are Modest: Benefit cuts 





Wallace, G. L., Haveman, R., & Wolfe, B. (2017). Health status, health shocks, and asset 
adequacy over retirement years. Research on Aging, 39, 222-248. doi: 
10.1177/0164027516669567 
Webley, P., & Nyhus, E. K. (2013). Economic socialization, saving and assets in European 
young adults. Economics of Education Review, 33, 19-30. doi: 
10.1016/j.econedurev.2012.09.001 
Wortman, J., Lucas, R. E., & Donnellan, M. B. (2012). Stability and change in the Big Five 
personality domains: Evidence from a longitudinal study of Australians. Psychology and 
Aging, 27, 867-874. doi: 10.1037/a0029322 
Xu, Y., Beller, A. H., Roberts, B. W., & Brown, J. R. (2015). Personality and young adult 
financial distress. Journal of Economic Psychology, 51, 90-100. doi: 
10.1016/j.joep.2015.08.010 
 
